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Authorization 







 

Tab 2 
 

Current Law 



Summary of Current Law 
Prepared for the FIEC by House and Senate Staff on October 11, 2023 
 
In 2022, the Legislature passed HB 5 prohibiting a physician from performing an abortion if the 
physician determines the gestational age of the fetus is more than 15 weeks.1 The bill became 
law and maintains medical2 exceptions to the prohibition that were in effect under prior law while 
creating a new exception for fatal fetal abnormalities.3,4 Shortly before the law was to take effect 
on July 1, 2022, various abortion providers filed a legal challenge to the 15-week prohibition. 
The case is currently pending before the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood of 
Southwest and Central Florida v. State of Florida.5 The law is not enjoined and remains in effect 
throughout the duration of the pending litigation. 
 
In 2023, the Legislature passed SB 300 prohibiting abortions if the gestational age of the fetus is 
more than 6 weeks. The bill retains the medical and fatal fetal abnormality exceptions and adds 
an exception for rape, incest, or human trafficking if the gestational age of the fetus is less than 
15 weeks and the pregnant woman provides specified documentation. However, the provisions 
of SB 300 only take effect if specified events occur that change Florida’s jurisprudence on the 
privacy clause in the state constitution, which include: 

 
• The Florida Supreme Court: 

o Recedes from its decision in In Re T.W.6 or its progeny; or  
o Determines that the Florida Constitution’s privacy provision does not include 

abortion; or 
o Rules in favor of the state in case challenging the 15-week abortion ban (Planned 

Parenthood of Southwest and Central Florida v. State of Florida). 
 

or 
 

• Florida voters adopt a state constitutional amendment clarifying that the right to privacy 
does not include abortion. 

 
To date, none of these events have occurred, and the provisions of HB 5 remain in effect. 
 

 

 

 

                                                            
1 15 weeks is calculated based upon the first day of the woman’s last menstrual period. 
2 The medical exception applies if two physicians, or one physician in the case of an emergency, certify in writing that, in 
reasonable medical judgment, the termination of the pregnancy is necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a 
serious risk of substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other than a 
psychological condition. 
3 A “fatal fetal abnormality” is a terminal condition that, in reasonable medical judgment, regardless of the provision of life-
saving medical treatment, is incompatible with life outside the womb and will result in death upon birth or imminently 
thereafter. 
4 Section 390.0111, F.S. 
5 The Florida Supreme Court heard oral arguments on September 8, 2023, but to date has not rendered an opinion in this matter. 
6 The Florida Supreme Court held in In re T.W. that the express right to privacy contained within Article I, s. 23 of the Florida 
Constitution “is clearly implicated in a woman’s decision whether or not to continue her pregnancy”. 



CHAPTER 2022-69

Committee Substitute for House Bill No. 5

An act relating to reducing fetal and infant mortality; amending s. 381.84,
F.S.; revising the purpose and requirements for the Comprehensive
Statewide Tobacco Education and Use Prevention Program; revising a
provision relating to a certain report to conform to changes made by the
act; creating s. 383.21625, F.S.; providing a definition; requiring the
Department of Health to contract with local healthy start coalitions for the
creation of fetal and infant mortality review committees in all regions of
the state; providing requirements for such committees; requiring local
healthy start coalitions to report the findings and recommendations
developed by the committees to the department annually; requiring the
department to compile such findings and recommendations in a report and
submit such report to the Governor and Legislature by a specified date and
annually; authorizing the department to adopt rules; amending s.
390.011, F.S.; revising and providing definitions; amending s. 390.0111,
F.S.; prohibiting a physician from performing a termination of pregnancy
if the physician determines the gestational age of a fetus is more than a
specified number of weeks; providing an exception; amending s. 390.0112,
F.S.; revising a requirement that the directors of certain medical facilities
submit a monthly report to the Agency for Health Care Administration;
requiring certain physicians to submit such report to the agency; requiring
the report to be submitted electronically on a form adopted by the agency,
the Board of Medicine, and the Board of Osteopathic Medicine; requiring
the report to include certain additional information; removing obsolete
language; creating s. 395.1054, F.S.; requiring that certain hospitals
participate in a minimum number of quality improvement initiatives
developed in collaboration with the Florida Perinatal Quality Collabora-
tive within the University of South Florida College of Public Health;
providing an appropriation; providing an effective date.

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida:

Section 1. Subsections (2), (3), and (7) of section 381.84, Florida Statutes,
are amended to read:

381.84 Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Use Preven-
tion Program.—

(2) PURPOSE, FINDINGS, AND INTENT.—It is the purpose of this
section to implement s. 27, Art. X of the State Constitution. The Legislature
finds that s. 27, Art. X of the State Constitution requires the funding of a
statewide tobacco education and use prevention program that focuses on
tobacco use by youth. The Legislature further finds that the primary goals of
the program are to reduce the prevalence of tobacco use among youth, adults,
and pregnant women, and women who may become pregnant; reduce per
capita tobacco consumption; and reduce exposure to environmental tobacco
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smoke. Further, it is the intent of the Legislature to base increases in
funding for individual components of the program on the results of
assessments and evaluations. Recognizing that some components will
need to grow faster than inflation, it is the intent of the Legislature to
fund portions of the program on a nonrecurring basis in the early years so
that those components that are most effective can be supported as the
program matures.

(3) PROGRAM COMPONENTS AND REQUIREMENTS.—The depart-
ment shall conduct a comprehensive, statewide tobacco education and use
prevention program consistent with the recommendations for effective
program components contained in the 1999 Best Practices for Comprehen-
sive Tobacco Control Programs of the CDC, as amended by the CDC. The
program shall include the following components, each of which shall focus on
educating people, particularly pregnant women, women who may become
pregnant, and youth and their parents, about the health hazards of tobacco
and discouraging the use of tobacco:

(a) Counter-marketing and advertising; Internet resource center.—The
counter-marketing and advertising campaign shall include, at a minimum,
Internet, print, radio, and television advertising and shall be funded with a
minimum of one-third of the total annual appropriation required by s. 27,
Art. X of the State Constitution.

1. The campaign shall include an Internet resource center for copy-
righted materials and information concerning tobacco education and use
prevention, including cessation. The Internet resource center must be
accessible to the public, including parents, teachers, and students, at each
level of public and private schools, universities, and colleges in the state and
shall provide links to other relevant resources. The Internet address for the
resource center must be incorporated in all advertising. The information
maintained in the resource center shall be used by the other components of
the program.

2. The campaign shall use innovative communication strategies, such as
targeting specific audiences who use personal communication devices and
frequent social networking websites.

(b) Cessation programs, counseling, and treatment.—This program
component shall include two subcomponents:

1. A statewide toll-free cessation service, which may include counseling,
referrals to other local resources and support services, and treatment to the
extent funds are available for treatment services; and

2. A local community-based program to disseminate information about
tobacco-use cessation, how tobacco-use cessation relates to prenatal care and
obesity prevention, and other chronic tobacco-related diseases.

Ch. 2022-69 LAWS OF FLORIDA Ch. 2022-69
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(c) Surveillance and evaluation.—The program shall conduct ongoing
epidemiological surveillance and shall contract for annual independent
evaluations of the effectiveness of the various components of the program in
meeting the goals as set forth in subsection (2).

(d) Youth school programs.—School and after-school programs shall use
current evidence-based curricula and programs that involve youth to
educate youth about the health hazards of tobacco, help youth develop
skills to refuse tobacco, and demonstrate to youth how to stop using tobacco.

(e) Community programs and chronic disease prevention.—The depart-
ment shall promote and support local community-based partnerships that
emphasize programs involving youth, pregnant women, and women who
may become pregnant, including programs for the prevention, detection, and
early intervention of tobacco-related chronic diseases.

(f) Training.—The program shall include the training of health care
practitioners, tobacco-use cessation counselors, and teachers by health
professional students and other tobacco-use prevention specialists who are
trained in preventing tobacco use and health education. Tobacco-use
cessation counselors shall be trained by specialists who are certified in
tobacco-use cessation.

(g) Administration and management, statewide programs, and county
health departments.—The department shall administer the program within
the expenditure limit established in subsection (8). Each county health
department is eligible to receive a portion of the annual appropriation, on a
per capita basis, for coordinating tobacco education and use prevention
programs within that county. Appropriated funds may be used to improve
the infrastructure of the county health department to implement the
comprehensive, statewide tobacco education and use prevention program.
Each county health department shall prominently display in all treatment
rooms and waiting rooms counter-marketing and advertisement materials
in the form of wall posters, brochures, television advertising if televisions are
used in the lobby or waiting room, and screensavers and Internet advertising
if computer kiosks are available for use or viewing by people at the county
health department.

(h) Enforcement and awareness of related laws.—In coordination with
the Department of Business and Professional Regulation, the program shall
monitor the enforcement of laws, rules, and policies prohibiting the sale or
other provision of tobacco to minors, as well as the continued enforcement of
the Clean Indoor Air Act prescribed in chapter 386. The advertisements
produced in accordance with paragraph (a) may also include information
designed to make the public aware of these related laws and rules. The
departments may enter into interagency agreements to carry out this
program component.

Ch. 2022-69 LAWS OF FLORIDA Ch. 2022-69
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(i) AHEC tobacco-use cessation initiative.—The AHEC network may
administer the AHEC tobacco-use cessation initiative in each county within
the state and perform other activities as determined by the department.

(7) ANNUAL REPORT REQUIRED.—By January 31 of each year, the
department shall provide to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and
the Speaker of the House of Representatives a report that evaluates the
program’s effectiveness in reducing and preventing tobacco use and that
recommends improvements to enhance the program’s effectiveness. The
report must contain, at a minimum, an annual survey of youth attitudes and
behavior toward tobacco, as well as a description of the progress in reducing
the prevalence of tobacco use among youth, adults, and pregnant women,
and women who may become pregnant; reducing per capita tobacco
consumption; and reducing exposure to environmental tobacco smoke.

Section 2. Section 383.21625, Florida Statutes, is created to read:

383.21625 Fetal and infant mortality review committees.—

(1) As used in this section, the term “department” means the Depart-
ment of Health.

(2) The department shall contract with local healthy start coalitions for
the creation of fetal and infant mortality review committees in all regions of
the state to improve fetal and infant mortality and morbidity in each region.
Each committee shall:

(a) Review and analyze rates, trends, causes, and other data related to
fetal and infant mortality and morbidity in a geographic area.

(b) Develop findings and recommendations for interventions and policy
changes to reduce fetal and infant mortality and morbidity rates.

(c) Engage with local communities and stakeholders to implement
recommended policies and procedures to reduce fetal and infant mortality
and morbidity.

(3) Each local healthy start coalition shall report the findings and
recommendations developed by each fetal and infant mortality review
committee to the department annually. Beginning October 1, 2023, the
department shall compile such findings and recommendations in an annual
report, which must be submitted to the Governor, the President of the
Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

(4) The department may adopt rules necessary to implement this
section.

Section 3. Subsections (6) and (7) of section 390.011, Florida Statutes,
are renumbered as subsections (7) and (8), respectively, present subsections
(8) through (13) are renumbered as subsections (10) through (15),

Ch. 2022-69 LAWS OF FLORIDA Ch. 2022-69
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respectively, present subsection (6) is amended, and new subsections (6) and
(9) are added to that section, to read:

390.011 Definitions.—As used in this chapter, the term:

(6) “Fatal fetal abnormality” means a terminal condition that, in
reasonable medical judgment, regardless of the provision of life-saving
medical treatment, is incompatible with life outside the womb andwill result
in death upon birth or imminently thereafter.

(7)(6) “Gestation” means the development of a human embryo or fetus as
calculated from the first day of the pregnant woman’s last menstrual period
between fertilization and birth.

(9) “Medical abortion” means the administration or use of an abortion-
inducing drug to induce an abortion.

Section 4. Subsection (1) of section 390.0111, Florida Statutes, is
amended to read:

390.0111 Termination of pregnancies.—

(1) TERMINATION AFTER GESTATIONAL AGE OF 15 WEEKS IN
THIRD TRIMESTER; WHEN ALLOWED.—A physician may not perform a
No termination of pregnancy if the physician determines the gestational age
of the fetus is more than 15 weeks shall be performed on any human being in
the third trimester of pregnancy unless one of the following conditions is
met:

(a) Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical
judgment, the termination of the pregnancy is necessary to save the
pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of substantial and irreversible
physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other
than a psychological condition.

(b) The physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical
judgment, there is a medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical
procedures for termination of the pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s
life or avert a serious risk of imminent substantial and irreversible physical
impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other than a
psychological condition, and another physician is not available for consulta-
tion.

(c) The fetus has not achieved viability under s. 390.01112 and two
physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgement, the
fetus has a fatal fetal abnormality.

Section 5. Section 390.0112, Florida Statutes, is amended to read:

390.0112 Termination of pregnancies; reporting.—

Ch. 2022-69 LAWS OF FLORIDA Ch. 2022-69
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(1) The director of any medical facility in which abortions are performed,
including surgical procedures and medical abortions, including a physician’s
office, shall submit a report each month to the agency. If the abortion is not
performed in a medical facility, the physician performing the abortion shall
submit the monthly report. The report must may be submitted electronically
on a form adopted by the agency, the Board of Medicine, and the Board of
Osteopathic Medicine which, may not include personal identifying informa-
tion, and must include:

(a) Until the agency begins collecting data under paragraph (e), The
number of abortions performed.

(b) The reasons such abortions were performed. If a woman upon whom
an abortion is performed has provided evidence that she is a victim of human
trafficking pursuant to s. 390.0111(3)(a)1.b.(IV), such reason must be
included in the information reported under this section.

(c) For each abortion, the period of gestation at the time the abortion was
performed.

(d) The number of infants born alive or alive immediately after an
attempted abortion.

(e) Beginning no later than January 1, 2017, Information consistent with
the United States Standard Report of Induced Termination of Pregnancy
adopted by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

(f) The number of medication abortion regimens prescribed or dispensed.

(2) The agency shall keep such reports in a central location for the
purpose of compiling and analyzing statistical data and shall submit data
reported pursuant to paragraph (1)(e) to the Division of Reproductive Health
within the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, as requested by the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

(3) If the termination of pregnancy is not performed in a medical facility,
the physician performing the procedure shall be responsible for reporting
such information as required in subsection (1).

(3)(4) Reports submitted pursuant to this section shall be confidential
and exempt from the provisions of s. 119.07(1) and shall not be revealed
except upon the order of a court of competent jurisdiction in a civil or
criminal proceeding.

(4)(5) Any person required under this section to file a report or keep any
records who willfully fails to file such report or keep such records may be
subject to a $200 fine for each violation. The agency shall be required to
impose such fines when reports or records required under this section have
not been timely received. For purposes of this section, timely received is
defined as 30 days following the preceding month.

Ch. 2022-69 LAWS OF FLORIDA Ch. 2022-69
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Section 6. Section 395.1054, Florida Statutes, is created to read:

395.1054 Birthing quality improvement initiatives.—A hospital that
provides birthing services shall at all times participate in at least two quality
improvement initiatives developed in collaboration with the Florida Peri-
natal Quality Collaborative within the University of South Florida College of
Public Health.

Section 7. For the 2022-2023 fiscal year, the sum of $1,602,000 in
recurring funds from the General Revenue Fund is appropriated to the
Department of Health for the purpose of establishing fetal and infant
mortality review committees under s. 383.21625, Florida Statutes.

Section 8. This act shall take effect July 1, 2022.

Approved by the Governor April 14, 2022.

Filed in Office Secretary of State April 14, 2022.

Ch. 2022-69 LAWS OF FLORIDA Ch. 2022-69
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES STAFF FINAL BILL ANALYSIS  
 

BILL #: CS/HB 5     Reducing Fetal and Infant Mortality 
SPONSOR(S): Health Care Appropriations Subcommittee, Grall and others 
TIED BILLS:   IDEN./SIM. BILLS: SB 146 
 

 
 

 

FINAL HOUSE FLOOR ACTION: 78 Y’s 
 

39 N’s  GOVERNOR’S ACTION: Approved 
 

 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS 

CS/HB 5 passed the House on February 17, 2022, and subsequently passed the Senate on March 3, 2022.  
 

The bill addresses fetal and infant mortality reduction related to fetal and infant mortality reviews (FIMR), hospital 
quality initiatives, comprehensive statewide tobacco education and use prevention, and abortion policy.  
 
Fetal and infant mortality review (FIMR) is a community-based fetal and infant mortality review process to identify 
and address factors that affect infant mortality and morbidity, administered by Department of Health (DOH) contracts 
with Healthy Start Coalitions, FIMR programs are not available statewide. The bill requires DOH to contract for 
additional FIMR committees in all regions of the state. Each Coalition must report FIMR committee findings and 
recommendations to DOH annually and DOH must submit such in a report to the Governor, President of the Senate, 
and Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
 

The Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative (FPQC) partners with stakeholders and partners across the state to 
develop and implement quality initiatives to reduce maternal and infant mortality.  FPQC’s initiatives provide quality 
improvement data reports, toolkits, online toolboxes, and technical assistance to hospitals to assist with quality 
improvement initiatives. While many hospitals participate in FPQC initiatives, participation is voluntary a nd many do 
not. The bill requires hospitals that provide birthing services to participate in at least two quality improvement 
initiatives developed in collaboration with the FPQC. 
 
The Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Use Prevention Program (Program) is a program based on 
best practices from the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. The Program educates Floridians, 
particularly youth and their parents, about the hazards of tobacco and preventing use. The bill requires the Program 

to include a focus on pregnant women and women who may become pregnant.  
 
Florida law prohibits abortions during the third trimester with certain medical exceptions. Current law also requires 
the physician performing the abortion to determine, by ultrasound,  the gestational age of the fetus at the time the 
abortion is to be performed. The bill prohibits abortions if the physician performing abortion determines the 
gestational age of the fetus is more than 15 weeks, based on the first day of the woman’s last menstrual period. This 
replaces the current prohibition against abortions during the third trimester. The bill retains the current maternal 
medical exceptions to prohibited abortions, and adds an exception for fatal fetal abnormalities. 
 
Current law requires abortion providers to submit a monthly report to the Agency for Health Care Administration, but 

does not require them to report whether the abortion was due to human trafficking, or the number of medication 
abortion regimens prescribed or dispensed by abortion providers. The bill requires abortion providers to report 
whether abortions were due to human trafficking. The bill addresses potential data reporting gaps by clarifying that 
both surgical and medication-induced abortions must be reported and requiring providers to report the number of 
medication abortion regimens prescribed and dispensed. The bill also requires AHCA, the Board of Medicine and 
the Board of Osteopathic Medicine to adopt an electronic reporting form.  
 
The bill appropriates $1,602,000 in recurring General Revenue to the DOH, and has no fiscal impact on local 
governments.  
 

The bill was approved by the Governor on April 14, 2022, ch. 2022-69, L.O.F., and will become effective on July 1, 
2022.  
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I. SUBSTANTIVE INFORMATION 
 

A. EFFECT OF CHANGES:   
 
Background 

 
Infant Mortality 
 
Infant mortality is the death of an infant before the first birthday. The infant mortality rate is the number 
of infant deaths for every 1,000 live births. In addition to giving key information about maternal and 
infant health, the infant mortality rate is a marker of the overall health of a society. In 2019, the infant 
mortality rate in the United States was 5.6 deaths per 1,000 live births.1  
 

Infant Mortality Rates by State – 20192 
 

  
 

                                                 
1 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Infant Mortality, 
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternalinfanthealth/infantmortality.htm  (last visited March 11, 2022). 
2 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Infant Mortality Rates by State, 
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/infant_mortality_rates/infant_mortality.htm  (last visited March 11, 2022). 

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternalinfanthealth/infantmortality.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/infant_mortality_rates/infant_mortality.htm
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3 
 
Infant Mortality in Florida 
 
The Department of Health (DOH) reports annually on fetal and infant deaths through the Florida Vital 
Statistics Annual Report.4 This report provides the number of fetal deaths per 1,000 live births, the 
number of deaths by race, and compares that data to national figures. Florida ranks 18th in the nation in 
infant mortality with a rate of six deaths per 1,000 live births (1,213 in 2020).5 
 
In Florida, the leading causes of infant mortality, per 1,000 live births, are:6 
 

 Birth defects (1.1); 
 Preterm and low birth weight (0.9); 

 Unintentional injuries (0.5); 

 Maternal complications of pregnancy (0.4); 

 Complications of placenta, cord, and membranes (0.3); and 

 Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (0.3). 
 

                                                 
3 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Reproductive Health – Infant Mortality Rates by State, 2019, 
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternalinfanthealth/infantmortality.htm#infant (last visited March 11, 2022). 
Note that Vermont’s rate was determined unreliable for 2019 by the CDC and is not included in this chart.  
4 Florida Vital Statistics Annual Report 2020, http://www.flpublichealth.com/VSbook/PDF/2020/Fetal.pdf (last visited March 11, 2022). 
5 Id. See also Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Infant Mortality Rates by State (2019), 
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/infant_mortality_rates/infant_mortality.htm  (last visited March 11, 2022). 
6 Presentation by Shay Chapman, BSN, MBA, Deputy Division Director, Community Health Promotion, Sept. 21, 2021 meeting of the 
Professions and Public Health Subcommittee, available at 
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022
&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+9-21-21.pdf (last visited March 11, 2022). 
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https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+9-21-21.pdf
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Source: Florida CHARTS, www.flhealthcharts.com. 

 
Florida Infant Mortality Rates by County7 

 

 
 

 
Fetal and Infant Mortality Review 
 

                                                 
7 Id. 

http://www.flhealthcharts.com/
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Fetal and infant mortality review (FIMR) is a process of community-based fetal and infant mortality 
reviews aimed at addressing factors and issues that affect infant mortality and morbidity. FIMR 
committees aim to gain knowledge through the reviews to empower communities to enhance services, 
influence policy, and direct planning efforts that will ultimately lower infant mortality rates. The process 
is based on the National FIMR model which supports case review and interventions at the local level.8 

 
FIMR Process 

 
In Florida, FIMR committees operate in a two-tier structure consisting of Healthy Start Coalitions 
(Coalition) and Case Review Teams (CRT). The FIMR process begins when infant death cases are 
selected for review by a committee within the Healthy Start Coalition (Coalition) based on specific 
criteria, including type of death, residence and race. Information is abstracted from birth, death, 
medical, hospital and autopsy records. Efforts are also made to interview the family. No information 
which identifies the family or medical providers is included on the abstraction form.9 
 
Case summaries are developed by the Coalition committee and presented to the CRT, a 
multidisciplinary group of community medical and social service professionals. This group usually 
includes a district and local health officer, obstetrician, pediatrician, social worker, nurse-midwife, a 
hospital and community nurse, coroner or medical examiner, interviewer, abstractor, community 
outreach worker, mental health counselor, and other people important to the individual reviews. The 
CRT examines each case to determine medical, social, financial and other issues that may have 
impacted the poor birth outcome. Recommendations for community action are crafted by the CRT 
based on review findings. These recommendations are shared with the Community Action Group, a 
group of volunteers working with at-risk families and other partner agencies10 in the region to implement 
and develop street-level outreach activities.11 
 
FIMR work has several benefits, such as including the perspective of the family, identifying issues 
unique to a community, allowing for targeted initiatives, and engaging community leaders to identify and 
implement solutions.12 
 

FIMR in Florida 
 

DOH contracts with Healthy Start Coalitions around the state for FIMR programs.13 FIMR is not a 
statewide program and there is no statutory directive for the FIMR process; programs are authorized in 
the General Appropriations Act. Approximately half of the counties in the state participate in a FIMR 
program.14 Currently, Florida has:15 

 11 state-funded FIMR programs though contracts with Healthy Start; 

 3 FIMRs funded through the County Health Departments (Orange, Osceola, and Palm Beach 

counties); and 

 2 FIMRs independently funded (Hillsborough and Indian River counties); and 

                                                 
8 Florida Department of Health, FIMR, availab le at http://www.doh.state.fl.us/family/mch/FIMR/fimr_facts.html (last visited March 11, 
2022). 
9 Id. 
10 Partner agencies may include health departments, hospitals, medical societies, schools, community and business leaders, and 
consumers 
11 Supra, note 8. 
12 National Fetal and Infant Mortality Review Program, A Guide for Communities: Fetal and Infant Mortality Review Manual, 2nd Edition 
(2008), https://ncfrp.org/wp-content/uploads/NCRPCD-Docs/FIMRManual.pdf (last visited March 11, 2022). 
13 Email from Andrew Love, Director of Legislative Planning, Department of Health, Infant Mortality Policy Recommendations (Sept . 2, 
2021). 
14 Email from Andrew Love, Director of Legislative Planning, Department of Health, Follow Up Documents (July 26, 2021). See also 
Presentation by Cathy Timuta, CEO, Florida Association of Healthy Start Coalitions, Inc., and Faye Johnson, CEO, Northeast Fl orida 
Healthy Start Coalition, Inc., Oct. 13, 2021 meeting of the Professions and Public Health Subcommittee, available at 
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022
&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf (last visited March 11, 2022). 
15 Id. 

http://www.doh.state.fl.us/family/mch/FIMR/fimr_facts.html
https://ncfrp.org/wp-content/uploads/NCRPCD-Docs/FIMRManual.pdf
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf
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 1 inactive FIMR (St. Lucie County). 

Healthy Start Coalition FIMR Programs16 

 
 
 
 
Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Use Prevention 
 

On November 7, 2006, the voters in the State of Florida adopted Amendment 4, creating the 
Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Prevention Program.17 Pursuant to the amendment, 
the state is required to create a comprehensive, statewide program consistent with the United States 
Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 1999 best 

                                                 
16 Presentation by Cathy Timuta, CEO, Florida Association of Healthy Start Coalitions, Inc., and Faye Johnson, CEO, Northeast Florida 
Healthy Start Coalition, Inc., Oct. 13, 2021 meeting of the Professions and Public Health Subcommittee, available at 
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022
&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf (last visited March 11, 2022). 
17 Art. X, s. 27, Fla. Const. 

https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf
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practices, as periodically amended. The program must consist, at a minimum, of the following 
components:18 
 

 An advertising campaign, funded by at least one-third of the required annual appropriation; 

 Evidence-based curricula and programs to educate youth about tobacco and discourage their 
use of it; 

 Programs of local community-based partnerships; 

 Enforcement of laws, regulations, and policies against the sale or other provision of tobacco to 
minors, and the possession of tobacco by minors; and 

 Publicly-reported annual evaluations to ensure that moneys appropriated for the program are 
spent properly. 

 
The Constitution specifies that the Legislature must appropriate 15 percent of the total gross funds that 
tobacco companies paid to the State of Florida in 2005 under the Tobacco Settlement. This amount 
must be adjusted annually for inflation using the Consumer Price Index. For Fiscal Year 2021-2022, the 
mandated appropriation is $73.9 million.19 
 
In 2007, the Legislature created section 381.84, Florida Statutes, the Comprehensive Statewide 
Tobacco Education and Use Prevention Program (Program), to implement the constitutional 
amendment. The Program consists of nine components:20 
 

 Counter-marketing and advertising; 

 Cessation programs, counseling and treatment; 

 Surveillance and education; 
 Youth and school programs; 

 Community programs and chronic disease prevention; 

 Training of health care practitioners, tobacco-use cessation counselors and teachers; 

 Administration and management; 

 Enforcement and awareness of related laws; and 

 The area health education centers (AHEC) tobacco-use cessation initiative. 
 
The Program requires each component to focus on educating people, particularly youth and their 
parents, about the hazards of tobacco and discouraging the use of tobacco. The Program does not 
specifically address pregnant women and women who may become pregnant. 
 
Hospitals and Infant Mortality 

 
Hospitals are regulated by the Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA) under chapter 395, F.S., 
and the general licensure provisions of part II, of chapter 408, F.S. Hospitals offer a range of health 
care services with beds for use beyond 24 hours by individuals requiring diagnosis, treatment, or 
care.21 Hospitals must make regularly available at least clinical laboratory services, diagnostic X-ray 
services, and treatment facilities for surgery or obstetrical care, or other definitive medical treatment.22  
Currently, hospitals that provide birthing services must incorporate information on safe sleep practices 
and the possible causes of Sudden Unexpected Infant Death into postpartum instruction on the care of 
newborns. Hospitals must also provide parents with an informational pamphlet on infant and childhood 
eye and vision disorders.23 
 
Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative 

                                                 
18 Id. 
19 Fla. General Appropriation Act Fiscal Year 2021-2022, SB 2500 item 458. 
20 S. 381.84(3), F.S. 
21 S. 395.002(12), F.S. 
22 Id. 
23 S. 395.1053, F.S. 
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The Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative (FPQC) was established in 2010 and housed in the Chiles 
Center at the University of South Florida College of Public Health. FPQC aims to improve Florida’s 
maternal and infant health outcomes through evidence-based perinatal care. FPQC partners with 
stakeholders, such as perinatal-related organizations, individuals, families, health professionals, 
hospitals, and payers to develop and implement quality improvement initiatives at partner hospitals that 
provide birthing services (labor and delivery) to address maternal and infant mortality.24 FPQC’s 
initiatives provide quality improvement data reports, toolkits, online toolboxes, and technical assistance 
to hospitals to assist with implementing process changes to carry out quality improvement initiatives.  
 
Hospital participation in FPQC initiatives is voluntary. 
 
Currently, FPQC has four active initiatives:25 
 

 Promoting Primary Vaginal Deliveries (PROVIDE):26 The goal of the PROVIDE Initiative is to 

improve maternal and newborn outcomes by applying evidence-based interventions to promote 
primary vaginal deliveries at Florida delivery hospitals and ultimately reduce Nulliparous, Term, 
Singleton, Vertex cesareans.27 Seventy-five hospitals currently participate in PROVIDE. 

 Family-Centered Care in the NICU (PAIRED):28 PAIRED helps hospital neonatal intensive 

care units (NICU) develop and implement unit-specific strategies to improve how a family 
engages with the NICU staff to assist in the care of their infant in a way that provides value to 
the family and to the NICU team. As its centerpiece project, this initiative facilitates adoption or 
expansion of safe skin-to-skin care, which has a growing evidence base for achieving better 

infant and family outcomes. Sixteen hospitals currently participate in PAIRED. 
 Perinatal Quality Indicators System (PQI):29 The PQI initiative supports hospital quality 

improvement efforts by providing hospital-specific semi-annual or quarterly reports of perinatal 
indicators and related reports. PQI is offered to all Florida delivery hospitals at no charge and 
hospitals can enroll at any time. Fifty-six hospitals currently participate in PQI. 

 Maternal Opioid Recovery Effort (MORE):30 MORE works with providers, hospitals, and other 

stakeholders to improve identification, clinical care, and coordinated treatment and support for 
pregnant women with opioid use disorder (OUD) and their infants. MORE focuses on 
standardization related to OUD screening, prevention, treatment, and comprehensive discharge 
planning. Thirty-one hospitals are currently participating in MORE. 

 
Since the MORE initiative began in November 2019, participating hospitals have substantially 
increased screening for substance use disorder, mental health, intimate partner violence, and infectious 
diseases, as indicated by the graph below.31 
 

                                                 
24 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – About the FPQC, 
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/about (last visited March 11, 2022). 
25 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative, https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc (last 
visited March 11, 2022). 
26 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – Promoting Vaginal Deliveries, 
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/provide (last visited March 11, 2022). 
27  Nulliparous, Term, Singleton, Vertex (NTSV) Cesareans are cesarean births where babies are at or beyond 37.0 weeks gestation to 
women in their first pregnancy, that are singleton (no twins or beyond) and in the vertex presentation (no breech or transverse 
positions). 
28 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – PAIRED Initiative, 
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/paired (last visited March 11, 2022). 
29 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – Perinatal Quality Indicators System, 
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/indicators (last visited March 11, 2022). 
30 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – Maternal Opioid Recovery Effort (MORE), 
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/MORE (last visited March 11, 2022). 
31 Presentation by William Sappenfield, MD, MPH, CPH, Professor, Director of Chiles Center, University of South Florida, Oct. 13, 2021 
meeting of the Professions and Public Health Subcommittee, available at: 
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022
&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf (last visited March 11, 2022). 

https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/about
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/provide
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/paired
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/indicators
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/MORE
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf
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Maternal Screening in MORE-Participating Hospitals, 2020-202132 
 

 
 

Federal Law on Abortion 
 

In 1973, the foundation of modern abortion jurisprudence, Roe v. Wade33, was decided by the U.S. 
Supreme Court (Supreme Court). The Supreme Court determined that a woman’s right to an abortion is 
part of a fundamental right to privacy guaranteed under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. Further, the Court reasoned that state regulation limiting the 
exercise of this right is subject to strict scrutiny: it must be justified by a compelling state interest, and 
must be narrowly drawn.34 In 1992, the fundamental holding of Roe was upheld by the U.S. Supreme 
Court in Planned Parenthood v. Casey.35 

 
The Viability Standard 

 
In Roe v. Wade, the Supreme Court established a rigid trimester framework dictating when, if ever, 
states can regulate abortion.36 The Court held that states could not regulate abortions during the first 
trimester of pregnancy.37 With respect to the second trimester, the Court held that states could only 
enact regulations aimed at protecting the mother’s health, not the fetus’s life. Therefore, no ban on 
abortions is permitted during the second trimester. The state’s interest in the life of the fetus becomes 
sufficiently compelling only at the beginning of the third trimester, allowing it to prohibit abortions. Even 
then, the Court requires states to permit an abortion in circumstances necessary to preserve the health 
or life of the mother.38 
 
The current viability standard is set forth in Planned Parenthood v. Casey.39 Recognizing that medical 
advancements in neonatal care can advance viability to a point somewhat earlier than the third 
trimester, the Supreme Court rejected the trimester framework and, instead, limited the states’ ability to 
regulate abortion pre-viability. Thus, while upholding the underlying holding in Roe, which authorizes 
states to “regulate, and even proscribe, abortion except where it is necessary, in appropriate medical 
judgment, for the preservation of the life or health of the mother[,]”40 the Court determined that the line 
for this authority should be drawn at “viability,” because “there may be some medical developments that 

                                                 
32 Id. 
33 Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973). 
34 Id. 
35 Casey, 505 U.S. 833 (1992). 
36 Roe, 410 U.S. 113 (1973). 
37 Id. at 163-64.  
38 Id. at 164-165. 
39 Planned Parenthood of SE Pa. v. Casey, 505 U.S. 833 (1992).  
40 See Roe, 410 U.S. at 164-65. 
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affect the precise point of viability . . . but this is an imprecision within tolerable limits given that the 
medical community and all those who must apply its discoveries will continue to explore the matter.”41 
Furthermore, the Court recognized that “[i]n some broad sense it might be said that a woman who fails 
to act before viability has consented to the State’s intervention on behalf of the developing child.”42 

 
The Undue Burden Standard 

 
In Planned Parenthood v. Casey, the Supreme Court established the undue burden standard for 
determining whether a law places an impermissible obstacle to a woman’s right to an abortion. The 
Court held that health regulations which impose undue burdens on the right to abortion are invalid.43 
State regulation imposes an “undue burden” on a woman's decision to have an abortion if it has the 
purpose or effect of placing a substantial obstacle in the path of the woman who seeks the abortion of a 
nonviable fetus.44 However, the court opined, not every law which makes the right to an abortion more 
difficult to exercise is an infringement of that right.45 
 

The Medical Emergency Exception 
 
In Doe v. Bolton, the Supreme Court was faced with determining, among other things, whether a 
Georgia statute criminalizing abortions (pre- and post-viability), except when determined to be 
necessary based upon a physician’s “best clinical judgment,” was unconstitutionally void for vagueness 
for inadequately warning a physician under what circumstances an abortion could be performed.46 In its 
reasoning, the Court agreed with the district court decision that the exception was not unconstitutionally 
vague, by recognizing that: 
 

[T]he medical judgment may be exercised in the light of all factors—physical, emotional, 
psychological, familial, and the woman's age-relevant to the well-being of the patient. All 
these factors may relate to health. This allows the attending physician the room he needs 
to make his best medical judgment.47 
 

This broad interpretation of what constitutes a medical emergency was later tested in Casey48, albeit in 
a different context. One question before the Supreme Court in Casey was whether the medical 
emergency exception to a 24-hour waiting period for an abortion was too narrow in that there were 
some potentially significant health risks that would not be considered “immediate.”49 The exception in 
question provided that a medical emergency is: 
 

[T]hat condition which, on the basis of the physician’s good faith clinical judgment, so 
complicates the medical condition of a pregnant woman as to necessitate the immediate 
abortion of her pregnancy to avert her death or for which a delay will create serious risk of 
substantial and irreversible impairment of a major bodily function.50 

 
In evaluating the more objective standard under which a physician is to determine the existence of a 
medical emergency, the Court in Casey determined that the exception would not significantly threaten 

                                                 
41 See Casey, 505 U.S. at 870. 
42 Id. 
43 Id. at 878. 
44 Id. at 877 
45 Id. at 873. 
46 Doe, 410 U.S. at 179 (1973). Other exceptions, such as in cases of rape and when, “[t]he fetus would very likely be born with a 
grave, permanent, and irremediable mental or physical defect.” Id. at 183. See also, U.S. v. Vuitich, 402 U.S. 62, 71-72 (1971) 
(determining that a medical emergency exception to a criminal statute banning abortions would include consideration of the me ntal 
health of the pregnant woman). 
47 Doe, 410 U.S. at 192. 
48 Casey, 505. U.S. 833 (1992). 
49 Id. at 880.  
50 Id. at 879 (quoting 18 Pa. Cons. Stat. § 3203 (1990)). 
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the life and health of a woman and imposed no undue burden on the woman’s right to have an 
abortion.51 
 
 Jackson Women’s Health Organization v. Dobbs 
 
In 2018, Mississippi enacted the Gestational Age Act (Act) which prohibited a person from performing 
an abortion if the probable gestational age of the fetus is greater than 15 weeks. Jackson Women’s 
Health Organization filed a lawsuit challenging the Act alleging that it was an unconstitutional pre-
viability ban on abortion. The state argued the Act was a constitutional restriction on abortion. The 
federal trial court ruled in favor of Jackson Women’s Health Organization, which was upheld by the Fifth 
Circuit of Appeals.52  
 
The lawsuit matter is currently pending before the Supreme Court, which held oral arguments on 
December 1, 2021.53 
 
Florida Abortion Law 
 

Right to Abortion 
 
The Florida Constitution, as interpreted by Florida courts, affords greater privacy rights than 
those provided by the U.S. Constitution. While the federal Constitution traditionally shields 
enumerated and implied individual liberties from state or federal intrusion, the Supreme Court 
has noted that state constitutions may provide greater protections.54 Unlike the U.S. 
Constitution, Article I, s. 23 of the Florida Constitution contains an express right to privacy: 
  

Every natural person has the right to be let alone and free from 
governmental intrusion into the person’s private life except as otherwise 
provided herein. This section shall not be construed to limit the public’s 
right of access to public records and meetings as provided by law.  

 
The Florida Supreme Court opined in In re T.W. that this section provides greater privacy rights than 
those implied by the U.S. Constitution.55 
 
The Florida Supreme Court has recognized Florida’s constitutional right to privacy “is clearly implicated 
in a woman’s decision whether or not to continue her pregnancy.”56 In In re T.W., the Florida Supreme 
Court ruled that:57 
 

[P]rior to the end of the first trimester, the abortion decision must be left to 
the woman and may not be significantly restricted by the state. Following 
this point, the state may impose significant restrictions only in the least 
intrusive manner designed to safeguard the health of the mother. 
Insignificant burdens during either period must substantially further 
important state interests….Under our Florida Constitution, the state’s 
interest becomes compelling upon viability….Viability under Florida law 
occurs at that point in time when the fetus becomes capable of 
meaningful life outside the womb through standard medical procedures. 
 

                                                 
51 Id. at 880. 
52 See Jackson Women’s Health Organization v. Dobbs, 945 F.3d 265 (5th Cir. 2019). 
53 See Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health Organization , Case No. 19-1932, available at 
https://www.supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/19-1392.html (last visited March 11, 2022). 
54 Pruneyard Shopping Center v. Robins, 100 S.Ct. 2035, 2040 (1980), cited in In re T.W., 551 So.2d 1186, 1191 (Fla. 1989). 
55 Id. at 1191-1192. 
56 Id. at 1192. 
57 Id. at 1193. 

https://www.supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/19-1392.html
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The court recognized that after viability, the state can regulate abortion in the interest of the unborn 
child if the mother’s health is not in jeopardy.58  

 
The state may regulate abortion pre-viability based upon its interest in maternal health 
beginning in the second trimester. In Fla. Women's Medical Clinic, Inc. v. Smith, the court held 
that the state has an interest in maternal health only after the first trimester, not before, and may 
not impose substantive clinical standards in the first trimester.59   

 
Abortion Regulation 

 
Abortion clinics are regulated by the Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA) under ch. 
390, F.S. Physicians performing abortions (which may take place in abortion clinics, hospitals, 
physician offices or other physician settings) are regulated by the Department of Health (DOH) 
under chs. 458 and 459 F.S. 
 
In Florida, abortion is defined as the termination of a human pregnancy with an intention other 
than to produce a live birth or to remove a dead fetus.60 An abortion must be performed by a 
physician61 licensed under ch. 458, F.S., or ch. 459, F.S., or a physician practicing medicine or 
osteopathic medicine in the employment of the United States.62 

 
Florida law prohibits abortions after viability, as well as during the third trimester, unless a 
medical exception exists. Section 390.01112(1), F.S., prohibits an abortion from being 
performed if a physician determines that, in reasonable medical judgment, the fetus has 
achieved viability.63 Section 390.0111, F.S., prohibits an abortion from being performed during 
the third trimester.64 Exceptions to both of these prohibitions exist if: 
 

 Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the termination of 
the pregnancy is necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of 
substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition; or 

 One physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, there is a 
medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical procedures for termination of the 
pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of imminent 
substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition, and another physician is not 
available for consultation.65 

 
Current law requires the physician performing the abortion to verify the probable gestational age of the 
fetus, by ultrasound, at the time the abortion is performed.66 The physician performing the abortion, or 
person qualified to operate an ultrasound who is working with in conjunction with the physician, must 
perform the ultrasound.67  

                                                 
58 Id. at 1194. 
59 Fla. Women's Medical Clinic, Inc. v. Smith, 478 F.Supp. 233 (S.D. Fla. 1979); Fla. Women’s Medical Clinic, Inc. v. Smith, 536 
F.Supp. 1048 (S.D. Fla. 1982). 
60 Section 390.011(1), F.S. 
61 Section 390.0111(2), F.S. 
62 Section 390.011(8), F.S. 
63 Viability is defined as the stage of fetal development when the life of a fetus is sustainable outside the womb through standard 
medical measures. Section 390.011(13), F.S. 
64 Section 390.011(11), F.S., defines the third trimester to mean the weeks of pregnancy after the 24th week of pregnancy.  
65 Sections 390.0111(1)(a) and (b) and 390.01112(1)(a) and (b), F.S. 
66 Section 390.0111(3)(a)1.b.II, F.S. 
67 Section 390.0111(3), F.S. 
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Any person who willfully performs, or actively participates in, an abortion in violation of these 
statutory requirements commits a third degree felony and commits a second-degree felony if the 
woman dies.68 

 
Abortion Data Reporting 

 
Section 390.0112, F.S., requires the medical director of medical facilities where abortions are 
performed to submit a monthly report to AHCA that must contain information consistent with the United 
States Standard Report of Induced Termination of Pregnancy adopted by the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC).69 If the abortion is performed in a location other than a medical facility, 
the physician who performed the abortion is responsible for reporting the information to AHCA.70  

 
In 2020, there were 209,645 live births in Florida.71 In the same year, there were 74,868 abortion 
procedures performed in the state. Of those: 72 
 

 70,594 were performed in the first trimester (12 weeks and under); 

 4,274 were performed in the second trimester (13 to 24 weeks); and 
 None were performed in the third trimester (25 weeks and over). 

 
The majority of the procedures (65,210) were elective.73 The remainder of the abortions were 
performed due to: 74 
 

 Emotional or psychological health of the mother (1,409); 

 Physical health of the mother that was not life endangering (1,111);  

 Life endangering physical condition (146); 
 Rape (112); 

 Incest (9); 

 Serious fetal genetic defect, deformity, or abnormality (734); and 

 Social or economic reasons (15,271). 
 

AHCA must keep this information in a central location from which statistical data can be drawn and 
must provide this information to the CDC upon request.75 The reports are confidential and exempt from 
public records requirements.76 AHCA may impose fines for violations of the reporting requirements.77  
 
Abortion providers report abortions due to rape or incest, but are not currently required to report 
whether the abortion was due to human trafficking.  

                                                 
68 Section 390.0111(10), F.S. Such regulations include basic clinical standards for abortion clinics performing abortions after the first 
trimester and informed consent. 
69 The CDC requests the following information from states for the U.S. Standard Report of Induced Termination of Pregnancy: faci lity 
name (clinic or hospital); city, town or location; county; hospital or clinic’s patient identifi cation number (used for querying for missing 
information without identifying the patient); age; marital status; date of termination; residence of patient; ethnicity; race ; education 
attainment; date of last menses; clinical estimate of gestation; previous pregnancy history; previous abortion history; type of abortion 
procedure; and name of attending physician and name of person completing report. Centers for Disease Control, Handbook on the  
Reporting of Induced Termination of Pregnancy, www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/misc/hb_itop.pdf  (last visited on March 11, 2022). 
70 Section 390.0112(2), F.S. 
71 Total Resident Live Births, Department of Health, available at 
https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/ChartsReports/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=Birth.DataViewer&cid=25  (last viewed March 11, 2022). 
72 Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy by Reason, by Trimester, Agency for Health Care Administration, available at 
https://ahca.myflorida.com/mchq/central_services/training_support/docs/TrimesterByReason_2020.pdf (last viewed March 11, 2022). 
73 Id. 
74 Id. 
75 Id. The CDC compiles statistics voluntarily reported by the 50 states, the District of Columbia and New York City, related to  
termination of pregnancies to produce a national data report. Abortion Surveillance- United States, 2019, Surveillance Summaries, 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, November 26, 2021 / 70(9);1–29 https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/70/ss/ss7009a1.htm 
(last visited on March 11, 2022). 
76 Section 390.0112(3), F.S. 
77 Section 390.0112(4), F.S. 

http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/misc/hb_itop.pdf
https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/ChartsReports/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=Birth.DataViewer&cid=25
https://ahca.myflorida.com/mchq/central_services/training_support/docs/TrimesterByReason_2020.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/70/ss/ss7009a1.htm
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Additionally, potential gaps in abortion date may exist. If an abortion is performed outside of a medical 
facility, the physician performing the abortion must submit a monthly report to AHCA. Because AHCA 
has no regulatory oversight of physicians (this authority rests with the Boards), it is unclear whether all 
physicians performing abortions outside of medical facilities are reporting. It is equally unclear if all 
medication abortions are being reported as abortion providers are not currently required to report the 
number of medication abortion regimens78 prescribed or dispensed. 
 
Effect of the Bill 

 
The bill addresses fetal and infant mortality reduction related to FIMR, hospital quality initiatives, 
comprehensive statewide tobacco education and use prevention, and abortion policy. 
 

 Fetal and Infant Mortality Review 
  

The bill requires DOH to contract with local Healthy Start Coalitions to establish fetal and infant 
mortality review committees in all regions of the state, to improve fetal and infant mortality in each 
region. Each committee must: 
 

 Review and analyze the geographic area’s fetal and infant mortality rates, trends, causes, and 
other data; 

 Develop findings and recommendations for interventions and policy changes to reduce rates; 
and 

 Engage with local communities and stakeholders to implement recommended policies and 
procedures. 

 
Each Coalition must report FIMR committee findings and recommendations to DOH annually. 
Beginning on October 1, 2023, DOH must compile FIMR committee findings and submit a report to the 
Governor, President of the Senate, and Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
 
Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Use Prevention 
 
The bill requires the Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Use Prevention Program to 
include a focus on pregnant women and women who may become pregnant in the program’s 
components. 
 
Hospitals and Infant Mortality 

 
The bill requires hospitals that provide birthing services (labor and delivery) to participate in at least two 
quality improvement initiatives developed in collaboration with the FPQC at all times. 
 
Abortion Regulation 

 
The bill prohibits abortions if the physician performing abortion determines the gestational age of the 
fetus is more than 15 weeks, as calculated from the first day of the woman’s last menstrual period. This 
replaces the current prohibition against abortions during the third trimester.  
 
The bill retains the same medical exceptions to prohibited abortions in existing law:  
 

                                                 
78 The FDA approved medication abortion regimen consists of mifepristone and misoprostol which may be taken through 70 days 
gestation (70 days or less since the first day of a woman’s  last menstrual period) to end a pregnancy. Mifeprex (mifepristone) 
Information, U.S. Food and Drug Administration, available at https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-
and-providers/mifeprex-mifepristone-information (last visited on March 11, 2022). 

https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-and-providers/mifeprex-mifepristone-information
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-and-providers/mifeprex-mifepristone-information
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 Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the termination of 
the pregnancy is necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of 
substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition; or 

 One physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, there is a 
medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical procedures for termination of the 
pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of imminent 
substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition, and another physician is not 
available for consultation. 

 
The bill adds an exception for fatal fetal abnormalities if two physicians certify in writing that, in 
reasonable medical judgment, the fetus has a fatal fetal abnormality. Because current law prohibits 
abortions past the gestational stage of viability, with no exceptions for fatal fetal abnormalities, this 
exception applies until the fetus reaches the gestational stage of viability. A fetal anomaly is a terminal 
condition that, in reasonable medical judgment, regardless of the provision of life-saving medical 
treatment, is incompatible with life outside the womb and will result in death upon birth or imminently 
thereafter.  
 
Abortion Reporting 

 
The bill enhances and clarifies current abortion reporting requirements. The bill requires abortion 
providers to report whether abortions were due to human trafficking. The bill addresses potential data 
reporting gaps by requiring abortion providers to report both surgical and medication-induced abortions 
and to report the number of medication abortion regimens prescribed and dispensed. The bill also 
requires AHCA and the Boards to adopt an electronic reporting form. This provides greater regulatory 
oversight over the reporting requirement for physicians performing abortions outside of a medical 
facility.  
 
The bill provides an effective date of July 1, 2022. 
 

II.  FISCAL ANALYSIS & ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 
 
 
  

A. FISCAL IMPACT ON STATE GOVERNMENT: 
 
1. Revenues: 

 
None. 
 

2. Expenditures: 
 
The bill appropriates $1,602,000 in recurring General Revenue funds to DOH for the purpose of 
establishing FIMR committees in areas of the state where no state-funded FIMR committees exist 
and to supplement existing FIMR committees. This allows for a minimum of $60,000 per FIMR 
committee to implement the bill.  
 

B. FISCAL IMPACT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 
 
1. Revenues: 

 
None. 
 

2. Expenditures: 
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Some local governments may experience a decrease in expenditures associated with state-funded 
FIMR programs as such counties may no longer need to fund local FIMR programs. 
 

C. DIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACT ON PRIVATE SECTOR: 
 
None. 
 

D. FISCAL COMMENTS: 
 
None. 
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I. Summary: 

SB 146 amends several sections of law with the aim of reducing fetal and infant mortality. The 

bill adds a requirement to the Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Use Prevention 

Program to target information towards pregnant women and women who may become pregnant; 

requires the Department of Health (DOH) to contract with local Healthy Start coalitions to 

establish fetal and infant mortality review committees (FIMR) in all regions of the state and 

appropriates $260,000 in recurring funds for State Fiscal Year 2022-23 for this purpose; and 

requires all hospitals that provide birthing services to participate in at least two quality initiatives 

developed in collaboration with the Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative (FPQC) within the 

University of South Florida College of Public Health. 

 

The bill also amends several sections of law related to abortions.  

 

The bill prohibits a physician from performing an abortion after the fetus has reached 15 weeks 

of gestational age and redefines the term “gestation” to measure this time period from the first 

day of the pregnant woman’s last menstrual period (LMP).1 The bill applies current law 

exceptions to the 15-week ban for emergencies and to save the pregnant woman’s life or to 

prevent a serious risk of substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily 

function to the new prohibition. The bill also adds a new exception to the 15-week ban that 

applies if the fetus has a fatal fetal abnormality2 and has not reached viability. 

 

Additionally, the bill amends provisions related to reporting abortions to the Agency for Health 

Care Administration (AHCA). The bill requires the AHCA to adopt by rule a form for reporting 

abortions that is consistent with the United States Standard Report of Induced Termination of 

                                                 
1 Generally, the first day of the LMP will be about two weeks earlier than the date of conception. See 

https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au/health/healthyliving/baby-due-date (last visited Jan. 26, 2022). 
2 “Fatal fetal abnormality” is defined in the bill to mean means a terminal condition that, in reasonable medical judgment, 

regardless of the provision of life-saving medical treatment, is incompatible with life outside the womb and will result in 

death upon birth or imminently thereafter. 

REVISED:         

https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au/health/healthyliving/baby-due-date
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Pregnancy adopted by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and includes 

other specified information. The specified information includes information that is required to be 

reported under current law as well as adding the number of abortions performed and the number 

of drug regimens dispensed or prescribed for medical abortions.3 Additionally, the bill specifies 

that, should a woman provide evidence of human trafficking under a specified exception, human 

trafficking must be reported as a reason for the abortion. 

 

The bill makes other technical and conforming changes. 

 

The bill provides an effective date of July 1, 2022. 

II. Present Situation: 

Abortion in Florida 

Under Florida law, abortion is defined as the termination of a human pregnancy with an intention 

other than to produce a live birth or remove a dead fetus.4 The termination of a pregnancy must 

be performed by a physician5 licensed under ch. 458, F.S., or ch. 459, F.S., or a physician 

practicing medicine or osteopathic medicine in the employment of the United States.6 

 

The termination of a pregnancy may not be performed in the third trimester or if a physician 

determines that the fetus has achieved viability unless there is a medical necessity. Florida law 

defines the third trimester to mean the weeks of pregnancy after the 24th week and defines 

viability to mean the state of fetal development when the life of a fetus is sustainable outside the 

womb through standard medical measures.7  

 

Specifically, an abortion may not be lawfully performed in Florida after viability or within the 

third trimester unless two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the 

termination of the pregnancy is necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious 

risk of substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 

pregnant woman, other than a psychological condition. If a second physician is not available, one 

physician may certify in writing to the medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical 

procedures for the termination of the pregnancy.8 Additionally, an abortion may not be 

performed on a minor under the age of 18 without the consent of the minor’s parent or guardian 

or without the minor obtaining authorization for the abortion from a court.9, 10 

 

Sections 390.0111(4) and 390.01112(3), F.S., provide that if a termination of pregnancy is 

performed during the third trimester or during viability, the physician who performs or induces 

                                                 
3 The bill defines “medical abortion” as the administration or use of an abortion-inducing drug to induce an abortion. 
4 Section 390.011(1), F.S. 
5 Section 390.0111(2), F.S. 
6 Section 390.011(9), F.S. 
7 Sections 390.011(11) and (12), F.S. 
8 Sections 390.0111(1) and 390.01112(1), F.S. 
9 Section 390.01114, F.S. 
10 It is of note that the requirement for parental consent, passed by the Florida Legislature in 2020, could potentially 

contradict the ruling in the controlling case on abortion in Florida, In re T.W., (discussed below). However, as of Jan. 27, 

2022, no challenge of the parental consent requirements has been filed.  
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the termination of pregnancy must use that degree of professional skill, care, and diligence to 

preserve the life and health of the fetus, which the physician would be required to exercise in 

order to preserve the life and health of any fetus intended to be born and not aborted. However, 

the woman’s life and health constitute an overriding and superior consideration to the concern 

for the life and health of the fetus when the concerns are in conflict. A termination of pregnancy 

after viability in an emergency situation must be performed in a hospital.11 

 

Prior to performing an abortion, s. 390.0111(3), F.S., requires a physician to obtain voluntary 

and informed written consent from the pregnant woman. Except in the case of emergency, 

consent is considered voluntary and informed only if the physician who is to perform the 

procedure, or the referring physician, has, at a minimum, orally, while physically present in the 

same room, and at least 24 hours before the procedure, informed the woman of: 

 The nature and risks of undergoing or not undergoing the proposed procedure that a 

reasonable patient would consider material to making a knowing and willful decision of 

whether to terminate a pregnancy. 

 The probable gestational age of the fetus, verified by an ultrasound, at the time the 

termination of pregnancy is to be performed. 

 

The person performing the ultrasound is required to offer the woman the opportunity to view the 

ultrasound, which the woman may decline. If the woman provides, at the time she schedules or 

arrives for her appointment to obtain an abortion, to the physician a copy of a restraining order, 

police report, medical record, or other court order or documentation evidencing that she is 

obtaining the abortion because she is a victim of rape, incest, domestic violence, or human 

trafficking, the person performing the ultrasound may not offer the opportunity to view the 

images and the information required to be provided may be provided less than 24 hours prior to 

performing the abortion. 

 

Federal Case Law on Abortion 

In 1973, the U.S. Supreme Court issued the landmark Roe v. Wade decision. Using the strict 

scrutiny standard, the Court determined that a woman’s right to terminate a pregnancy is 

protected by a fundamental right to privacy guaranteed under the Due Process Clause of the 

Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. Further, the Court reasoned that state 

regulations limiting the exercise of this right must be justified by a compelling state interest and 

must be narrowly drawn.12  

 

In 1992, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled on the constitutionality of a Pennsylvania statute 

involving a 24-hour waiting period between the provision of information to a woman and the 

performance of an abortion. In that decision, Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pennsylvania 

v. Casey, the Court upheld the statute and relaxed the standard of review in abortion cases 

involving adult women from “strict scrutiny” to “unduly burdensome.” An undue burden exists 

and makes a statute invalid if the statute’s purpose or effect is to place a substantial obstacle in 

the way of a woman seeking an abortion before the fetus is viable.13  

                                                 
11 Section 797.03(3), F.S. 
12 Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113, 93 S. Ct. 705, 35 L. Ed. 2d 147 (1973). 
13 Planned Parenthood of Se. Pennsylvania v. Casey, 505 U.S. 833, 112 S. Ct. 2791, 120 L. Ed. 2d 674 (1992) 
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The Court held that the undue burden standard is an appropriate means of reconciling a state’s 

interest in human life with the woman’s constitutionally protected liberty to decide whether to 

terminate a pregnancy. The Court determined that, prior to fetal viability, a woman has the right 

to an abortion without being unduly burdened by government interference. Before viability, a 

state’s interests are not strong enough to support prohibiting an abortion or the imposition of a 

substantial obstacle to the woman’s right to elect the procedure. However, once viability occurs, 

a state has the power to restrict abortions if the law contains exceptions for pregnancies that 

endanger a woman’s life or health.14 

 

Potential Updates to Federal Case Law on Abortion 

Two cases are currently working their way through the legal system, each of which has the 

potential to overrule or modify the standards on abortion that were established in Roe v. Wade 

and Casey.  

 

Jackson Women’s Health Org. v. Dobbs 

Jackson Women’s Health Org. v. Dobbs,15 is a case challenging Mississippi’s Gestational Age 

Act. The Gestational Age Act16 prohibited all abortions after 15 weeks of gestational age and 

was permanently enjoined by the lower courts in 2019. The U.S. Supreme Court held oral 

arguments on the case for Dec. 1, 2021, and will likely rule on the case sometime in mid-2022. 

 

Whole Woman’s Health v. Jackson 

Whole Woman’s Health v. Jackson17 is a case challenging Texas’s SB 8 (2021).18 The Texas 

law, which is currently in effect, outlaws performing an abortion on an unborn child once a fetal 

heartbeat has been detected, with an exception for medical emergencies. However, unlike a 

standard abortion ban, the law specifically prohibits state actors from enforcing its provisions. 

Instead, the law creates a cause of action for any person, other than an officer or employee of the 

state or local governmental entity in the state, to sue in civil court over the performance of such 

an abortion or the aiding and abetting of such an abortion. If the claimant prevails, the law 

requires that the defendant pay at least $10,000 per abortion performed or aided and abetted as 

well as court costs and attorney fees. 

 

The status of the case is complicated, but, after multiple appeals and reviews regarding standing 

and the ability to seek a pre-enforcement review of the law, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled on 

December 10, 2021, that the pre-enforcement case may proceed, but the petitioners are only 

authorized to sue executive branch licensing officials. Currently, the case is in the possession of 

the Texas 5th Circuit Court of Appeals which has certified questions about the licensing-official 

defendants to the Texas Supreme Court rather than remand the case to the lower court to 

                                                 
14 Id. 
15 Jackson Women’s Health Org. v. Currier, 349 F. Supp. 3d 536 (S.D. Miss. 2018), aff'd sub nom. Jackson Women’s Health 

Org. v. Dobbs, 945 F.3d 265 (5th Cir. 2019) 
16 Mississippi HB 1510, available at http://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/documents/2018/html/HB/1500-

1599/HB1510IN.htm#:~:text=AN%20ACT%20TO%20BE%20KNOWN,SECTION%201. (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 
17 Whole Woman’s Health v. Jackson, 142 S. Ct. 522 (2021) 
18 Available at Bill Text: TX SB8 | 2021-2022 | 87th Legislature | Enrolled | LegiScan (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 

http://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/documents/2018/html/HB/1500-1599/HB1510IN.htm#:~:text=AN%20ACT%20TO%20BE%20KNOWN,SECTION%201
http://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/documents/2018/html/HB/1500-1599/HB1510IN.htm#:~:text=AN%20ACT%20TO%20BE%20KNOWN,SECTION%201
https://legiscan.com/TX/text/SB8/id/2395961
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continue its proceedings. Additionally, the Court of Appeals has refused to issue an injunction 

preventing the law from taking effect and, as such, the law is currently effective in Texas. 

 

Florida Case Law on Abortion 

In 1989 in the case In re T.W., a Minor,19 the Florida Supreme Court upheld a lower court ruling 

striking the requirement that a minor obtain parental consent prior to obtaining an abortion. This 

ruling is the controlling case law for abortion law in Florida and is of consequence because, 

rather than standing the ruling upon the established Federal case law of Roe v. Wade and 

Planned Parenthood v. Casey, the Florida Supreme Court determined that: 

 

To be held constitutional, the instant statute must pass muster under both the federal and 

state constitutions. Were we to examine it solely under the federal Constitution, our 

analysis necessarily would track the decisions noted above. However, Florida is unusual 

in that it is one of at least four states having its own express constitutional provision 

guaranteeing an independent right to privacy,… and we opt to examine the statute first 

under the Florida Constitution. If it fails here, then no further analysis under federal law 

is required.  

 

The Court determined that the right to privacy enshrined in Art. I, S. 23 of the Florida 

Constitution “is clearly implicated in a woman’s decision of whether or not to continue her 

pregnancy.” Therefore, unlike under the Federal Constitution which requires a state only to show 

that a restriction on abortion is not “unduly burdensome,” in Florida the state must show that the 

abortion restriction “furthers a compelling state interest through the least intrusive means.”  

 

The court further determined that “Under our Florida Constitution, the state’s interest becomes 

compelling upon viability, as defined below. Until this point, the fetus is a highly specialized set 

of cells that is entirely dependent upon the mother for sustenance. No other member of society 

can provide this nourishment. The mother and fetus are so inextricably intertwined that their 

interests can be said to coincide. Upon viability, however, society becomes capable of sustaining 

the fetus, and its interest in preserving its potential for life thus becomes compelling.”  

 

Abortion Data Reporting 

Section 390.0112, F.S., requires the medical director of medical facilities where abortions are 

performed to submit a monthly report to the AHCA that must contain information consistent 

with the United States Standard Report of Induced Termination of Pregnancy adopted by the 

CDC.20 If the abortion is performed in a location other than a medical facility, the physician who 

performed the abortion is responsible for reporting the information to the AHCA.21  

                                                 
19 In re T.W., 551 So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989) 
20 The CDC requests the following information from states for the U.S. Standard Report of Induced Termination of 

Pregnancy: facility name (clinic or hospital); city, town or location; county; hospital or clinic’s patient identification number 

(used for querying for missing information without identifying the patient); age; marital status; date of termination; residence 

of patient; ethnicity; race; education attainment; date of last menses; clinical estimate of gestation; previous pregnancy 

history; previous abortion history; type of abortion procedure; and name of attending physician and name of person 

completing report. Centers for Disease Control, Handbook on the Reporting of Induced Termination of Pregnancy, 

www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/misc/hb_itop.pdf  (last visited on Jan. 25, 2022). 
21 Section 390.0112(3), F.S. 

http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/misc/hb_itop.pdf
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In 2020, there were 209,645 live births in Florida.22 In 2021, there were 68,449 abortion 

procedures performed in the state. Of those: 23 

 64,345 were performed in the first trimester (12 weeks and under); 

 4,104 were performed in the second trimester (13 to 24 weeks); and 

 None were performed in the third trimester (25 weeks and over). 

 

The majority of the procedures (51,047) were elective.24 The remainder of the abortions were 

performed due to: 25 

 Emotional or psychological health of the mother (1,340); 

 Physical health of the mother that was not life endangering (927);  

 Life endangering physical condition (106); 

 Rape (97); 

 Incest (8); 

 Serious fetal genetic defect, deformity, or abnormality (642); and 

 Social or economic reasons (14,282). 

 

The AHCA must keep this information in a central location from which statistical data can be 

drawn and must provide this information to the CDC upon request.26 The reports are confidential 

and exempt from public records requirements.27 The AHCA may impose fines for violations of 

the reporting requirements.28 Abortion providers report abortions due to rape or incest but are not 

currently required to report whether the abortion was due to human trafficking. 

 

Infant Mortality 

Infant mortality is the death of an infant before the first birthday. The infant mortality rate is the 

number of infant deaths for every 1,000 live births. In addition to giving key information about 

maternal and infant health, the infant mortality rate is a marker of the overall health of a society. 

In 2019, the infant mortality rate in the United States was 5.6 deaths per 1,000 live births.29  

 

                                                 
22 Total Resident Live Births, Department of Health, available at 

https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/ChartsReports/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=Birth.DataViewer&cid=25 (last viewed Jan. 25, 2022). 
23 Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy by Reason, by Trimester, Agency for Health Care Administration, available 

at https://ahca.myflorida.com/mchq/central_services/training_support/docs/TrimesterByReason_2021.pdf (last viewed Jan. 

25, 2022). 
24 Id. 
25 Id. 
26 Id. The CDC compiles statistics voluntarily reported by the 50 states, the District of Columbia and New York City, related 

to termination of pregnancies to produce a national data report. Abortion Surveillance- United States, 2019, Surveillance 

Summaries, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, November 26, 2021 / 70(9);1–29 

https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/70/ss/ss7009a1.htm (last visited on Jan. 25, 2022). 
27 Section 390.0112(3), F.S. 
28 Section 390.0112(4), F.S. 
29 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Infant Mortality, 

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternalinfanthealth/infantmortality.htm (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 

https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/ChartsReports/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=Birth.DataViewer&cid=25
https://ahca.myflorida.com/mchq/central_services/training_support/docs/TrimesterByReason_2021.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/70/ss/ss7009a1.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternalinfanthealth/infantmortality.htm
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Infant Mortality in Florida 

The DOH reports annually on fetal and infant deaths through the Florida Vital Statistics Annual 

Report.30 This report provides the number of fetal deaths per 1,000 live births, the number of 

deaths by race, and compares that data to national figures. Florida ranks 18th in the nation in 

infant mortality with a rate of six deaths per 1,000 live births (1,213 in 2020).31 

 

Fetal and Infant Mortality Review 

FIMR is a process of community-based fetal and infant mortality reviews aimed at addressing 

factors and issues that affect infant mortality and morbidity. FIMR committees aim to gain 

knowledge through the reviews to empower communities to enhance services, influence policy, 

and direct planning efforts that will ultimately lower infant mortality rates. The process is based 

on the National FIMR model which supports case review and interventions at the local level.32 

 

FIMR Process 

In Florida, a FIMR committee operates in a two-tier structure consisting of a Healthy Start 

Coalition (Coalition) and a Case Review Team (CRT). The FIMR process begins when infant 

death cases are selected for review by a committee within a Coalition based on specific criteria, 

including type of death, residence, and race. Information is abstracted from birth, death, medical, 

hospital and autopsy records. Efforts are also made to interview the family. No information 

which identifies the family or medical providers is included on the abstraction form.33 

 

Case summaries are developed by the Coalition committee and presented to the CRT, a 

multidisciplinary group of community medical and social service professionals. This group 

usually includes a district and local health officer, obstetrician, pediatrician, social worker, nurse-

midwife, a hospital and community nurse, coroner or medical examiner, interviewer, abstractor, 

community outreach worker, mental health counselor, and other people important to the 

individual reviews. The CRT examines each case to determine medical, social, financial and 

other issues that may have impacted the poor birth outcome. Recommendations for community 

action are crafted by the CRT based on review findings. These recommendations are shared with 

the Community Action Group, a group of volunteers working with at-risk families and other 

partner agencies34 in the region to implement and develop street-level outreach activities.35 

 

                                                 
30 Florida Vital Statistics Annual Report 2020, http://www.flpublichealth.com/VSbook/PDF/2020/Fetal.pdf (last visited 

Jan. 25, 2022). 
31 Id. See also Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Infant Mortality Rates by State (2019), 

https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/infant_mortality_rates/infant_mortality.htm (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 
32 Florida Department of Health. FIMR, available at http://www.doh.state.fl.us/family/mch/FIMR/fimr_facts.html (last 

visited Jan. 25, 2022). 
33 Id. 
34 Partner agencies may include health departments, hospitals, medical societies, schools, community and business leaders, 

and consumers 
35 Supra, note 31. 

http://www.flpublichealth.com/VSbook/PDF/2020/Fetal.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/infant_mortality_rates/infant_mortality.htm
http://www.doh.state.fl.us/family/mch/FIMR/fimr_facts.html
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Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Use Prevention 

On November 7, 2006, the voters in the State of Florida adopted Amendment 4, creating the 

Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco Education and Prevention Program.36 Pursuant to the 

amendment, the state is required to create a comprehensive, statewide program consistent with 

the CDC’s 1999 best practices, as periodically amended. The program must consist, at a 

minimum, of the following components:37 

 An advertising campaign, funded by at least one-third of the required annual appropriation; 

 Evidence-based curricula and programs to educate youth about tobacco and discourage their 

use of it; 

 Programs of local community-based partnerships; 

 Enforcement of laws, regulations, and policies against the sale or other provision of tobacco 

to minors, and the possession of tobacco by minors; and 

 Publicly-reported annual evaluations to ensure that moneys appropriated for the program are 

spent properly. 

 

The Constitution specifies that the Legislature must appropriate 15 percent of the total gross 

funds that tobacco companies paid to the State of Florida in 2005 under the Tobacco Settlement. 

This amount must be adjusted annually for inflation using the Consumer Price Index. For State 

Fiscal Year 2021-22, the mandated appropriation is $73.9 million.38  

 

In 2007, the Legislature created s. 381.84, F.S., the Comprehensive Statewide Tobacco 

Education and Use Prevention Program (Program), to implement the constitutional amendment. 

The Program consists of nine components:39 

 Counter-marketing and advertising; 

 Cessation programs, counseling, and treatment; 

 Surveillance and education; 

 Youth and school programs; 

 Community programs and chronic disease prevention; 

 Training of health care practitioners, tobacco-use cessation counselors, and teachers; 

 Administration and management; 

 Enforcement and awareness of related laws; and 

 The area health education centers (AHEC) tobacco-use cessation initiative. 

 

Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative 

The FPQC was established in 2010 and is housed in the Chiles Center at the University of South 

Florida College of Public Health. FPQC aims to improve Florida’s maternal and infant health 

outcomes through evidence-based perinatal care. FPQC partners with stakeholders, such as 

perinatal-related organizations, individuals, families, health professionals, hospitals, and payers, 

to develop and implement quality improvement initiatives at partner hospitals that provide 

                                                 
36 Art. X, s. 27, Fla. Const. 
37 Id. 
38 Fla. General Appropriation Act Fiscal Year 2021-2022, SB 2500 item 458. 
39 Section 381.84(3), F.S. 
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birthing services (labor and delivery) to address maternal and infant mortality.40 Hospital 

participation in FPQC initiatives is voluntary. 

 

Currently, FPQC has four active initiatives:41 

 Promoting Primary Vaginal Deliveries (PROVIDE):42 The goal of the PROVIDE 

Initiative is to improve maternal and newborn outcomes by applying evidence-based 

interventions to promote primary vaginal deliveries at Florida delivery hospitals and 

ultimately reduce Nulliparous, Term, Singleton, Vertex cesareans.43 Seventy-five hospitals 

currently participate in PROVIDE. 

 Family-Centered Care in the NICU (PAIRED):44 PAIRED helps hospital neonatal 

intensive care units (NICU) develop and implement unit-specific strategies to improve how a 

family engages with the NICU staff to assist in the care of their infant in a way that provides 

value to the family and to the NICU team. As its centerpiece project, this initiative facilitates 

adoption or expansion of safe skin-to-skin care, which has a growing evidence base for 

achieving better infant and family outcomes. Sixteen hospitals currently participate in 

PAIRED. 

 Perinatal Quality Indicators System (PQI):45 The PQI initiative supports hospital quality 

improvement efforts by providing hospital-specific semi-annual or quarterly reports of 

perinatal indicators and related reports. PQI is offered to all Florida delivery hospitals at no 

charge and hospitals can enroll at any time. Fifty-six hospitals currently participate in PQI. 

 Maternal Opioid Recovery Effort (MORE):46 MORE works with providers, hospitals, and 

other stakeholders to improve identification, clinical care, and coordinated treatment and 

support for pregnant women with opioid use disorder (OUD) and their infants. MORE 

focuses on standardization related to OUD screening, prevention, treatment, and 

comprehensive discharge planning. Thirty-one hospitals are currently participating in 

MORE. 

III. Effect of Proposed Changes: 

SB 146 amends several sections of law in order to reduce fetal and infant mortality. 

 

                                                 
40 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – About the FPQC, 

https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/about (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 
41 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative, 

https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 
42 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – Promoting Vaginal Deliveries, 

https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/provide (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 
43  Nulliparous, Term, Singleton, Vertex (NTSV) Cesareans are cesarean births where babies are at or beyond 37.0 weeks 

gestation to women in their first pregnancy, that are singleton (no twins or beyond) and in the vertex presentation (no breech 

or transverse positions). 
44 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – PAIRED Initiative, 

https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/paired (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 
45 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – Perinatal Quality Indicators System, 

https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/indicators (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 
46 USF Health College of Public Health, Florida Perinatal Quality Collaborative – Maternal Opioid Recovery Effort 

(MORE), https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/MORE (last visited Jan. 25, 2022). 

https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/about
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/provide
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/paired
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/indicators
https://health.usf.edu/publichealth/chiles/fpqc/MORE
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Section 1 amends s. 381.84, F.S., to add the requirement that the Comprehensive Statewide 

Tobacco Education and Use Prevention Program must target information towards pregnant 

women and women who may become pregnant. 

 

Section 2 creates s. 383.21625, F.S., to require the DOH to contract with local Healthy Start 

coalitions for the creation of FIMRs in all regions of the state. Each FIMR committee is required 

to: 

 Review and analyze rates, trends, causes, and other data related to fetal and infant mortality 

and morbidity in its geographic area. 

 Develop findings and recommendations for interventions and policy changes to reduce fetal 

and infant mortality and morbidity rates. 

 Engage with local communities and stakeholders to implement recommended policies and 

procedures to reduce fetal and infant mortality and morbidity. 

 

The bill also requires each Healthy Start coalition to report the findings and recommendations 

developed by its FIMR committee to the DOH annually. The DOH is required to compile the 

findings and recommendations in an annual report submitted to the Governor and the Legislature 

beginning October 1, 2023.  

 

The bill gives the DOH rulemaking authority to implement the section and Section 7 of the bill 

and appropriates $260,000 in recurring funds from General Revenue to the DOH to establish 

FIMRs in areas of the state where they do not exist.47   

 

Sections 3, 4, and 5 amend ss. 390.011, 390.0111, and 390.0112, F.S., respectively, to amend 

provisions related to abortion.  

 

Section 3 amends s. 390.011, F.S., to: 

 Define the term “fatal fetal abnormality” to mean a terminal condition that, in reasonable 

medical judgment, regardless of the provision of life-saving medical treatment, is 

incompatible with life outside the womb and will result in death upon birth or imminently 

thereafter. 

 Redefine the term “gestation” to mean the development of a human embryo or fetus as 

calculated from the first day of the pregnant woman’s LMP. The current law definition is 

“gestation” as the development of a human embryo or fetus between fertilization and birth. 

 Define “medical abortion” to mean the administration or use of an abortion-inducing drug to 

induce an abortion.  

 

Section 4 amends s. 390.0111, F.S., to prohibit a physician from performing an abortion if the 

gestational age of the fetus is more than 15 weeks. The bill applies current law exceptions to the 

15-week ban for emergencies and to save the pregnant woman’s life or to prevent a serious risk 

of substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function to the new 

                                                 
47 Currently, 19 Healthy Start Coalition areas do not have FIMRs. For a map of the areas that do and do not have FMIRs see: 

Presentation on FMIRs by Cathy Timuta, CEO, Florida Association of Health Start Coalitions, Inc., in the Florida House 

Professions and Public Health Subcommittee, October 13, 2021, p. 5, available at 

https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Se

ssion=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf (last visited Jan. 26, 2022). 

https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?PublicationType=Committees&CommitteeId=3093&Session=2022&DocumentType=Meeting+Packets&FileName=pph+10-13-21.pdf
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prohibition. The bill also adds a new exception to the 15-week ban that applies if the fetus has a 

fatal fetal abnormality and has not reached viability. 

 

Section 5 amends s. 390.0112, F.S., to require that the AHCA adopt by rule a form for reporting 

abortions that is consistent with the United States Standard Report of Induced Termination of 

Pregnancy adopted by the CDC. The bill requires the form to include: 

 Information required to be reported under current law;  

 The number of abortions performed; and 

 The number of drug regimens dispensed or prescribed for medical abortions.  

 

Additionally, the bill specifies that, should a woman provide evidence of human trafficking 

under the exceptions provided for obtaining informed consent in s. 390.011(3), F.S., human 

trafficking must be reported as a reason for the abortion. 

 

Section 6 creates s. 395.1054, F.S, to require a hospital that provides birthing services to, at all 

times, participate in at least two quality improvement initiatives developed in collaboration with 

the FPQC within the University of South Florida College of Public Health. 

 

The bill provides an effective date of July 1, 2022. 

IV. Constitutional Issues: 

A. Municipality/County Mandates Restrictions: 

None. 

B. Public Records/Open Meetings Issues: 

None. 

C. Trust Funds Restrictions: 

None. 

D. State Tax or Fee Increases: 

None. 

E. Other Constitutional Issues: 

This bill’s provisions may implicate the privacy rights established by Federal case law, as 

well as privacy rights established in Art. I, s. 23, of the Florida Constitution. For a 

discussion on the relevant case law, please see the “Present Situation” section of this 

analysis. 
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V. Fiscal Impact Statement: 

A. Tax/Fee Issues: 

None. 

B. Private Sector Impact: 

None. 

C. Government Sector Impact: 

The bill appropriates $260,000 in recurring General Revenue funds to the DOH for the 

purpose of establishing FIMR committees in areas of the state where no state-funded 

FIMR committees exist. 

VI. Technical Deficiencies: 

None. 

VII. Related Issues: 

None. 

VIII. Statutes Affected: 

This bill substantially amends the following sections of the Florida Statutes: 381.84, 390.011, 

390.0111, and 390.0112 

 

This bill creates the following sections of the Florida Statutes: 383.21625 and 395.1054   

IX. Additional Information: 

A. Committee Substitute – Statement of Changes: 
(Summarizing differences between the Committee Substitute and the prior version of the bill.) 

None. 

B. Amendments: 

None. 

This Senate Bill Analysis does not reflect the intent or official position of the bill’s introducer or the Florida Senate. 



CHAPTER 2023-21

Senate Bill No. 300

An act relating to pregnancy and parenting support; providing a short title;
creating s. 286.31, F.S.; defining the terms “educational institution” and
“governmental entity”; prohibiting any person, governmental entity, or
educational institution from expending state funds for a specified purpose;
providing exceptions; amending s. 381.96, F.S.; revising the definitions of
the terms “eligible client” and “pregnancy and parenting support
services”; requiring the Department of Health to contract for the manage-
ment and delivery of parenting support services, in addition to pregnancy
support services; revising the contract requirements to conform to changes
made by the act; requiring the department to report specified information
to the Governor and the Legislature by a specified date each year;
amending s. 390.0111, F.S.; prohibiting physicians from knowingly
performing or inducing a termination of pregnancy after the gestational
age of the fetus is determined to be more than 6 weeks, rather than 15
weeks, with exceptions; providing an exception if the woman obtaining the
abortion is doing so because she is a victim of rape, incest, or human
trafficking, subject to certain conditions; requiring physicians to report
known or suspected human trafficking of adults to local law enforcement;
requiring physicians to report incidents of rape, incest, or human
trafficking of minors to the central abuse hotline; prohibiting any person
other than a physician from inducing a termination of pregnancy;
prohibiting physicians from using telehealth to perform abortions;
requiring that medications intended for use in a medical abortion be
dispensed in person by a physician; prohibiting the dispensing of such
medication through the United States Postal Service or any other courier
or shipping service; conforming provisions to changes made by the act;
repealing s. 390.01112, F.S., relating to termination of pregnancies during
viability; amending s. 390.012, F.S.; revising rules the Agency for Health
Care Administration may develop and enforce to regulate abortion clinics;
amending s. 456.47, F.S.; prohibiting telehealth providers from using
telehealth to provide abortions; providing appropriations; providing
effective dates.

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida:

Section 1. This act may be cited as the “Heartbeat Protection Act.”

Section 2. Section 286.31, Florida Statutes, is created to read:

286.31 Prohibited use of state funds.—

(1) As used in this section, the term:

(a) “Educational institution” means public institutions under the control
of a district school board, a charter school, a state university, a
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developmental research school, a Florida College System institution, the
Florida School for the Deaf and the Blind, the Florida Virtual School, private
school readiness programs, voluntary prekindergarten programs, private K-
12 schools, and private colleges and universities.

(b) “Governmental entity” means the state or any political subdivision
thereof, including the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of
government; the independent establishments of the state, counties, munici-
palities, districts, authorities, boards, or commissions; and any agencies that
are subject to chapter 286.

(2) Any person, governmental entity, or educational institution may not
expend state funds as defined in s. 215.31 in any manner for a person to
travel to another state to receive services that are intended to support an
abortion as defined in s. 390.011, unless:

(a) The person, governmental entity, or educational institution is
required by federal law to expend state funds for such a purpose; or

(b) There is a medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical
procedures for termination of the pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s
life or to avert a serious risk of imminent substantial and irreversible
physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other
than a psychological condition.

Section 3. Effective upon this act becoming a law, section 381.96, Florida
Statutes, is amended to read:

381.96 Pregnancy support and wellness services.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, the term:

(a) “Department” means the Department of Health.

(b) “Eligible client” means any of the following:

1. A pregnant woman or a woman who suspects she is pregnant, and the
family of such woman, who voluntarily seeks pregnancy support services
and any woman who voluntarily seeks wellness services.

2. A woman who has given birth in the previous 12 months and her
family.

3. A parent or parents or a legal guardian or legal guardians, and the
families of such parents and legal guardians, for up to 12 months after the
birth of a child or the adoption of a child younger than 3 years of age.

(c) “Florida Pregnancy Care Network, Inc.,” or “network” means the not-
for-profit statewide alliance of pregnancy support organizations that provide
pregnancy support and wellness services through a comprehensive system of
care to women and their families.
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(d) “Pregnancy and parenting support services” means services that
promote and encourage childbirth, including, but not limited to:

1. Direct client services, such as pregnancy testing, counseling, referral,
training, and education for pregnant women and their families. A woman
and her family shall continue to be eligible to receive direct client services for
up to 12 months after the birth of the child.

2. Nonmedical material assistance that improves the pregnancy or
parenting situation of families, including, but not limited to, clothing, car
seats, cribs, formula, and diapers.

3. Counseling or mentoring, education materials, and classes regarding
pregnancy, parenting, adoption, life skills, and employment readiness.

4. Network Program awareness activities, including a promotional
campaign to educate the public about the pregnancy support services
offered by the network and a website that provides information on the
location of providers in the user’s area and other available community
resources.

5.3. Communication activities, including the operation and maintenance
of a hotline or call center with a single statewide toll-free number that is
available 24 hours a day for an eligible client to obtain the location and
contact information for a pregnancy center located in the client’s area.

(e) “Wellness services” means services or activities intended to maintain
and improve health or prevent illness and injury, including, but not limited
to, high blood pressure screening, anemia testing, thyroid screening,
cholesterol screening, diabetes screening, and assistance with smoking
cessation.

(2) DEPARTMENT DUTIES.—The department shall contract with the
network for the management and delivery of pregnancy and parenting
support services and wellness services to eligible clients.

(3) CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS.—The department contract shall
specify the contract deliverables, including financial reports and other
reports due to the department, timeframes for achieving contractual
obligations, and any other requirements the department determines are
necessary, such as staffing and location requirements. The contract shall
require the network to:

(a) Establish, implement, and monitor a comprehensive system of care
through subcontractors to meet the pregnancy and parenting support and
wellness needs of eligible clients.

(b) Establish and manage subcontracts with a sufficient number of
providers to ensure the availability of pregnancy and parenting support
services and wellness services for eligible clients, and maintain and manage
the delivery of such services throughout the contract period.

Ch. 2023-21 LAWS OF FLORIDA Ch. 2023-21
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(c) Spend at least 85 90 percent of the contract funds on pregnancy and
parenting support services, excluding services specified in subparagraph
(1)(d)4., and wellness services.

(d) Offer wellness services through vouchers or other appropriate
arrangements that allow the purchase of services from qualified health
care providers.

(e) Require a background screening under s. 943.0542 for all paid staff
and volunteers of a subcontractor if such staff or volunteers provide direct
client services to an eligible client who is a minor or an elderly person or who
has a disability.

(f) Annually monitor its subcontractors and specify the sanctions that
shall be imposed for noncompliance with the terms of a subcontract.

(g) Subcontract only with providers that exclusively promote and
support childbirth.

(h) Ensure that informational materials provided to an eligible client by
a provider are current and accurate and cite the reference source of any
medical statement included in such materials.

(i) Ensure that the department is provided with all information
necessary for the report required under subsection (5).

(4) SERVICES.—Services provided pursuant to this section must be
provided in a noncoercive manner and may not include any religious content.

(5) REPORT.—By July 1, 2024, and each year thereafter, the depart-
ment shall report to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives on the amount and types of services
provided by the network; the expenditures for such services; and the number
of, and demographic information for, women, parents, and families served by
the network.

Section 4. Subsections (1), (2), (10), and (13) of section 390.0111, Florida
Statutes, are amended to read:

390.0111 Termination of pregnancies.—

(1) TERMINATION AFTER GESTATIONAL AGE OF 6 15 WEEKS;
WHEN ALLOWED.—A physician may not knowingly perform or induce a
termination of pregnancy if the physician determines the gestational age of
the fetus is more than 6 15 weeks unless one of the following conditions is
met:

(a) Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical
judgment, the termination of the pregnancy is necessary to save the
pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of substantial and irreversible
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physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other
than a psychological condition.

(b) The physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical
judgment, there is a medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical
procedures for termination of the pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s
life or avert a serious risk of imminent substantial and irreversible physical
impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other than a
psychological condition, and another physician is not available for consulta-
tion.

(c) The pregnancy has not progressed to the third trimester fetus has not
achieved viability under s. 390.01112 and two physicians certify in writing
that, in reasonable medical judgment, the fetus has a fatal fetal abnormality.

(d) The pregnancy is the result of rape, incest, or human trafficking and
the gestational age of the fetus is not more than 15 weeks as determined by
the physician. At the time the woman schedules or arrives for her
appointment to obtain the abortion, she must provide a copy of a restraining
order, police report, medical record, or other court order or documentation
providing evidence that she is obtaining the termination of pregnancy
because she is a victim of rape, incest, or human trafficking. If the woman is
18 years of age or older, the physician must report any known or suspected
human trafficking to a local law enforcement agency. If the woman is a
minor, the physician must report the incident of rape, incest, or human
trafficking to the central abuse hotline as required by s. 39.201.

(2) IN-PERSON PERFORMANCE BY PHYSICIAN REQUIRED.—Only
a physician may perform or induce a No termination of pregnancy shall be
performed at any time except by a physician as defined in s. 390.011. A
physician may not use telehealth as defined in s. 456.47 to perform an
abortion, including, but not limited to, medical abortions. Any medications
intended for use in a medical abortion must be dispensed in person by a
physician and may not be dispensed through the United States Postal
Service or by any other courier or shipping service.

(10) PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION.—Except as provided in subsec-
tions (3), (7), and (12):

(a) Any person who willfully performs, or actively participates in, a
termination of pregnancy in violation of the requirements of this section or s.
390.01112 commits a felony of the third degree, punishable as provided in s.
775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084.

(b) Any person who performs, or actively participates in, a termination of
pregnancy in violation of this section or s. 390.01112 which results in the
death of the woman commits a felony of the second degree, punishable as
provided in s. 775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084.
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(13) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Failure to comply with the requirements
of this section or s. 390.01112 constitutes grounds for disciplinary action
under each respective practice act and under s. 456.072.

Section 5. Section 390.01112, Florida Statutes, is repealed.

Section 6. Subsection (1) of section 390.012, Florida Statutes, is amended
to read:

390.012 Powers of agency; rules; disposal of fetal remains.—

(1) The agency may develop and enforce rules pursuant to ss. 390.011-
390.018 and part II of chapter 408 for the health, care, and treatment of
persons in abortion clinics and for the safe operation of such clinics.

(a) The rules must shall be reasonably related to the preservation of
maternal health of the clients and must.

(b) The rules shall be in accordance with s. 797.03 and may not impose an
unconstitutional burden on a woman’s freedom to decide whether to
terminate her pregnancy.

(c) The rules shall provide for:

(a)1. The performance of pregnancy termination procedures only by a
licensed physician.

(b)2. The making, protection, and preservation of patient records, which
must shall be treated as medical records under chapter 458. When
performing a license inspection of a clinic, the agency shall inspect at
least 50 percent of patient records generated since the clinic’s last license
inspection.

(c)3. Annual inspections by the agency of all clinics licensed under this
chapter to ensure that such clinics are in compliance with this chapter and
agency rules.

(d)4. The prompt investigation of credible allegations of abortions being
performed at a clinic that is not licensed to perform such procedures.

Section 7. Paragraph (f) is added to subsection (2) of section 456.47,
Florida Statutes, to read:

456.47 Use of telehealth to provide services.—

(2) PRACTICE STANDARDS.—

(f) A telehealth provider may not use telehealth to perform an abortion,
including, but not limited to, medical abortions as defined in s. 390.011.

Section 8. (1) For the 2023-2024 fiscal year:
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(a) In addition to any funds appropriated in the General Appropriations
Act, the sum of $5 million in recurring funds from the General Revenue Fund
is appropriated to the Department of Health for the purpose of implementing
s. 381.0051(3), (4), and (6), Florida Statutes.

(b) The sum of $25 million in recurring funds from the General Revenue
Fund is appropriated to the Department of Health for the purpose of
implementing s. 381.96, Florida Statutes.

(2) This section takes effect upon this act becoming a law.

Section 9. Except as otherwise expressly provided in this act and except
for this section, which shall take effect upon this act becoming a law, this act
shall take effect 30 days after any of the following occurs: a decision by the
Florida Supreme Court holding that the right to privacy enshrined in s. 23,
Article I of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; a
decision by the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood v. State,
SC2022-1050, that allows the prohibition on abortions after 15 weeks in s.
390.0111(1), Florida Statutes, to remain in effect, including a decision
approving, in whole or in part, the First District Court of Appeal’s decision
under review or a decision discharging jurisdiction; an amendment to the
State Constitution clarifying that s. 23, Article I of the State Constitution
does not include a right to abortion; or a decision from the Florida Supreme
Court after March 7, 2023, receding, in whole or in part, from In re T.W., 551
So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989), North Fla. Women’s Health v. State, 866 So. 2d 612
(Fla. 2003), or Gainesville Woman Care, LLC v. State, 210 So. 3d 1243 (Fla.
2017).

Approved by the Governor April 13, 2023.

Filed in Office Secretary of State April 13, 2023.
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS 

CS/HB 7 passed the House on April 13, 2023, as SB 300. 
 
The Florida Pregnancy Support Services Program (FPSSP) provides pregnancy support services and wellness 
services to eligible clients. Pregnancy support services are services that promote and encourage childbirth, 
including direct client services, program awareness activities, and communication activities. Wellness services 
are services or activities intended to maintain and improve health or prevent illness and injury. Eligible clients 
include pregnant women and their families. 
 
CS/HB 7 expands the types of services that may be provided through the FPSSP to include parenting services, 
nonmedical material assistance, counseling, mentoring, education materials, and classes on pregnancy, 
parenting, adoption, life skills and employment readiness. The bill also expands eligibility for services to include 
adoptive parents of children under age three and their families. These provisions become effective upon 
becoming law. 
 
Current law prohibits abortions if the gestational age of the fetus is more than 15 weeks, with a medical 
exception and an exception for fatal fetal anomalies. The bill prohibits abortions if the gestational age of the 
fetus is more than 6 weeks, and retains the medical and fatal fetal anomaly exceptions.  The bill adds 
exceptions for rape, incest and human trafficking if the fetus is less than 15 weeks of age under certain 
circumstances. The bill also deletes all provisions in current law related to the viability standard, including the 
prohibition against abortions after viability, as these provisions are no longer necessary. 
 
Medication abortion is a two-step, two-drug, process that does not require surgical intervention. Current law 
does not regulate how physicians dispense these abortion-inducing drugs, or the use of telehealth to provide 
abortions. The bill requires abortion-inducing drugs to be dispensed in person by a physician, and expressly 
prohibits the use of telehealth for abortions. 
 
Currently, Florida law does not prohibit the use of state funds for reimbursement of travel expenses for 
abortion. The bill prohibits the use of state funds to pay for the travel out-of-state to obtain an abortion except 
for cases of medical emergencies and when federal law requires states to pay for such travel. 
 
The abortion provisions of the bill will only take effect if specified events occur that change Florida’s 
jurisprudence on the privacy clause in the state constitution. 
 
The bill appropriates $30 million in recurring General Revenue to the Department of Health. The bill has no 
fiscal impact on local government. 
 
The bill was approved by the Governor on April 13, 2023, ch. 2023-21, L.O.F., and became effective upon 
becoming law, except as otherwise provided within the bill.  
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I. SUBSTANTIVE INFORMATION 
 

A. EFFECT OF CHANGES:   
 
Present Situation 
 
Florida Pregnancy Support Services Program 
 

The Florida Pregnancy Support Services Program (FPSSP) was created in 2005, in proviso in the 
General Appropriations Act, to encourage women to carry their pregnancies to term, and increase 
awareness of non-abortion counseling options, such as parenting or adoption.1 In 2018, the Legislature 
created s. 381.96, F.S. to codify the FPSSP in Florida Statutes. 
 
Current law requires the Department of Health (DOH) to contract with the Florida Pregnancy Care 
Network, Inc. (FPCN), to manage subcontracts with the direct service providers throughout the state to 
provide services under the FPSSP.2 The contract with FPCN must:3 
 

 Require that FPCN establish and manage subcontracts with a sufficient number of providers to 
ensure the availability pregnancy support and wellness services for eligible clients; 

 Require that 90 percent of contract funds be used on pregnancy support and wellness services 
for eligible clients; 

 Require that FPCN ensures that all paid staff and volunteers of the providers undergo 
background screenings if they provide direct client services to eligible clients who are minors, 
elderly, or have a disability; 

 Require FPCN to annually monitor the providers for compliance with subcontract provisions and 
define the actions to be taken for noncompliance; 

 Limit the providers with which FPCN may contract to those that solely promote and support 
childbirth; 

 Provide that any informational materials provided to an eligible client by a provider must be 
current and accurate, with the reference source of any medical statement made available; and 

 Define the contract deliverables, including financial reports and other reports due to DOH, 
timeframes for achieving contractual obligations, and any other requirements that DOH 
determines necessary, such as staffing and location requirements. 

 
The FPSSP provides pregnancy support services and wellness services to eligible clients. Pregnancy 
support services are services that promote and encourage childbirth, including direct client services, 
program awareness activities, and communication activities4. Direct client services include, but are not 
limited to: 
 

 Pregnancy testing; 

 Counseling; 

 Training; and  

 Education. 
 
Wellness services are services or activities intended to maintain and improve health or prevent illness 
and injury, including but not limited to: 
 

                                                 
1 Florida Pregnancy Care Network, Inc., Florida Pregnancy Support Services Program (FPSSP), 2016-2017 Compliance Manual, on file 
with the Health Quality Subcommittee. 
2 S. 381.96, F.S. 
3 Id. 
4 Communication activities, include the operation and maintenance of a hotline or call center with a single statewide toll -free number 
that is available 24 hours a day for an eligible client to obtain the location and contact information for a pregnancy center  located in the 
client’s area. 
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 Anemia testing; 

 Assistance with smoking cessation; and  

 Screenings for high blood pressure, thyroid functioning, cholesterol, and diabetes. 
 
State-funded pregnancy support services and wellness services must be provided in a noncoercive 
manner and may not include any religious content. 
 
Current law requires the FPSSP to operate a 24-hour toll-free hotline. The hotline must provide an 
eligible client with the location and contact information for a pregnancy center located in the client's 
area.5 
 
Eligible clients include a pregnant woman or a woman who suspects she is pregnant, and her family, 
who voluntarily seeks pregnancy support services, and any woman who voluntarily seeks wellness 
services. A woman and her family are eligible for direct client services for up to 12 months after the 
birth of the child. Adoptive parents and their families are not expressly eligible for FPSSP services. 
 
Currently, 53 subcontractors, in 102 center locations, provide services in the FPSSP. In Fiscal Year 
2021-2022 the FPSSP fielded 9,463 hotline calls and provided 143,000 services to over 42,000 women 
and their families.6 The FPSSP is currently funded with $4.5 million recurring General Revenue.7 
 

Federal Law on Abortion 
 

In 1973, the foundation of modern abortion jurisprudence, Roe v. Wade8, was decided by the U.S. 
Supreme Court (Supreme Court). The Supreme Court determined that a woman’s right to an abortion is 
part of a fundamental right to privacy guaranteed under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. Further, the Court reasoned that state regulation limiting the 
exercise of this right is subject to strict scrutiny: it must be justified by a compelling state interest, and 
must be narrowly drawn.9 In 1992, the fundamental holding of Roe was upheld by the U.S. Supreme 
Court in Planned Parenthood v. Casey.10 

 
The Viability Standard 

 
In Roe v. Wade, the Supreme Court established a rigid trimester framework dictating when, if ever, 
states can regulate abortion.11 The Court held that states could not regulate abortions during the first 
trimester of pregnancy.12 With respect to the second trimester, the Court held that states could only 
enact regulations aimed at protecting the mother’s health, not the fetus’s life. Therefore, no ban on 
abortions is permitted during the second trimester. The state’s interest in the life of the fetus becomes 
sufficiently compelling only at the beginning of the third trimester, allowing it to prohibit abortions. Even 
then, the Court requires states to permit an abortion in circumstances necessary to preserve the health 
or life of the mother.13 
 
The current viability standard is set forth in Planned Parenthood v. Casey.14 Recognizing that medical 
advancements in neonatal care can advance viability to a point somewhat earlier than the third 
trimester, the Supreme Court rejected the trimester framework and, instead, limited the states’ ability to 
regulate abortion pre-viability. Thus, while upholding the underlying holding in Roe, which authorizes 

                                                 
5 S. 381.96, F.S. 
6 Florida Pregnancy Care Network, Inc., Florida Pregnancy Care Network Annual Report 2021-2022, on file with the Healthcare 
Regulation Subcommittee. 
7 Id. 
8 Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973). 
9 Id. 
10 Casey, 505 U.S. 833 (1992). 
11 Roe, 410 U.S. 113 (1973). 
12 Id. at 163-64.  
13 Id. at 164-165. 
14 Planned Parenthood of SE Pa. v. Casey, 505 U.S. 833 (1992).  
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states to “regulate, and even proscribe, abortion except where it is necessary, in appropriate medical 
judgment, for the preservation of the life or health of the mother[,]”15 the Court determined that the line 
for this authority should be drawn at “viability,” because “there may be some medical developments that 
affect the precise point of viability . . . but this is an imprecision within tolerable limits given that the 
medical community and all those who must apply its discoveries will continue to explore the matter.”16 
Furthermore, the Court recognized that “[i]n some broad sense it might be said that a woman who fails 
to act before viability has consented to the State’s intervention on behalf of the developing child.”17 

 
The Undue Burden Standard 

 
In Planned Parenthood v. Casey, the Supreme Court established the undue burden standard for 
determining whether a law places an impermissible obstacle to a woman’s right to an abortion. The 
Court held that health regulations which impose undue burdens on the right to abortion are invalid.18 
State regulation imposes an “undue burden” on a woman's decision to have an abortion if it has the 
purpose or effect of placing a substantial obstacle in the path of the woman who seeks the abortion of a 
nonviable fetus.19 However, the court opined, not every law which makes the right to an abortion more 
difficult to exercise is an infringement of that right.20 
 

The Medical Emergency Exception 
 
In Doe v. Bolton, the Supreme Court was faced with determining, among other things, whether a 
Georgia statute criminalizing abortions (pre- and post-viability), except when determined to be 
necessary based upon a physician’s “best clinical judgment,” was unconstitutionally void for vagueness 
for inadequately warning a physician under what circumstances an abortion could be performed.21 In its 
reasoning, the Court agreed with the district court decision that the exception was not unconstitutionally 
vague, by recognizing that: 
 

[T]he medical judgment may be exercised in the light of all factors—physical, emotional, 
psychological, familial, and the woman's age-relevant to the well-being of the patient. All 
these factors may relate to health. This allows the attending physician the room he needs 
to make his best medical judgment.22 
 

This broad interpretation of what constitutes a medical emergency was later tested in Casey23, albeit in 
a different context. One question before the Supreme Court in Casey was whether the medical 
emergency exception to a 24-hour waiting period for an abortion was too narrow in that there were 
some potentially significant health risks that would not be considered “immediate.”24 The exception in 
question provided that a medical emergency is: 
 

[T]hat condition which, on the basis of the physician’s good faith clinical judgment, so 
complicates the medical condition of a pregnant woman as to necessitate the immediate 
abortion of her pregnancy to avert her death or for which a delay will create serious risk of 
substantial and irreversible impairment of a major bodily function.25 

 

                                                 
15 See Roe, 410 U.S. at 164-65. 
16 See Casey, 505 U.S. at 870. 
17 Id. 
18 Id. at 878. 
19 Id. at 877 
20 Id. at 873. 
21 Doe, 410 U.S. at 179 (1973). Other exceptions, such as in cases of rape and when, “[t]he fetus would very likely be born with a 
grave, permanent, and irremediable mental or physical defect.” Id. at 183. See also, U.S. v. Vuitich, 402 U.S. 62, 71-72 (1971) 
(determining that a medical emergency exception to a criminal statute banning abortions would include consideration of the mental 
health of the pregnant woman). 
22 Doe, 410 U.S. at 192. 
23 Casey, 505. U.S. 833 (1992). 
24 Id. at 880.  
25 Id. at 879 (quoting 18 Pa. Cons. Stat. § 3203 (1990)). 
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In evaluating the more objective standard under which a physician is to determine the existence of a 
medical emergency, the Court in Casey determined that the exception would not significantly threaten 
the life and health of a woman and imposed no undue burden on the woman’s right to have an 
abortion.26 
 
 Jackson Women’s Health Organization v. Dobbs 
 
In 2018, Mississippi enacted the Gestational Age Act (Act) which prohibited a person from performing 
an abortion if the probable gestational age of the fetus is greater than 15 weeks. Jackson Women’s 
Health Organization filed a lawsuit challenging the Act alleging that it was an unconstitutional pre-
viability ban on abortion. The state argued the Act was a constitutional restriction on abortion. The 
federal trial court ruled in favor of Jackson Women’s Health Organization, which was upheld by the Fifth 
Circuit of Appeals.27 The state appealed the ruling to the Supreme Court. In June 2021, the Supreme 
Court ruled in favor of the state and overruled Roe and Casey. The Court held that the Constitution 
does not provide a right to abortion and the authority to regulate abortion is returned to the people and 
their elected representatives.28 Thus, whether an abortion regulation is unconstitutional must be 
determined on the respective constitution of each state rather than the Constitution.  
 
Florida Abortion Law 
 

Privacy Clause 
 
The Florida Constitution, as interpreted by Florida courts, affords greater privacy rights than 
those provided by the U.S. Constitution. While the federal Constitution traditionally shields 
enumerated and implied individual liberties from state or federal intrusion, the Supreme Court 
has noted that state constitutions may provide greater protections.29 Unlike the U.S. 
Constitution, Article I, s. 23 of the Florida Constitution contains an express right to privacy: 
  

Every natural person has the right to be let alone and free from 
governmental intrusion into the person’s private life except as otherwise 
provided herein. This section shall not be construed to limit the public’s 
right of access to public records and meetings as provided by law.  

 
The Florida Supreme Court opined in In re T.W. that this section provides greater privacy rights than 
those implied by the U.S. Constitution.30 
 
The Florida Supreme Court has recognized Florida’s constitutional right to privacy “is clearly implicated 
in a woman’s decision whether or not to continue her pregnancy.”31 In In re T.W., the Florida Supreme 
Court ruled that:32 
 

[P]rior to the end of the first trimester, the abortion decision must be left to 
the woman and may not be significantly restricted by the state. Following 
this point, the state may impose significant restrictions only in the least 
intrusive manner designed to safeguard the health of the mother. 
Insignificant burdens during either period must substantially further 
important state interests….Under our Florida Constitution, the state’s 
interest becomes compelling upon viability….Viability under Florida law 

                                                 
26 Id. at 880. 
27 See Jackson Women’s Health Organization v. Dobbs, 945 F.3d 265 (5th Cir. 2019). 
28 See Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health Organization, 142 S.Ct. 2228 (2021). 
29 Pruneyard Shopping Center v. Robins, 100 S.Ct. 2035, 2040 (1980), cited in In re T.W., 551 So.2d 1186, 1191 (Fla. 1989). 
30 Id. at 1191-1192. 
31 Id. at 1192. 
32 Id. at 1193. 
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occurs at that point in time when the fetus becomes capable of 
meaningful life outside the womb through standard medical procedures. 
 

The court recognized that after viability, the state can regulate abortion in the interest of the unborn 
child if the mother’s health is not in jeopardy.33  

 
The state may regulate abortion pre-viability based upon its interest in maternal health 
beginning in the second trimester. In Fla. Women's Medical Clinic, Inc. v. Smith, the court held 
that the state has an interest in maternal health only after the first trimester, not before, and may 
not impose substantive clinical standards in the first trimester.34   

 
Abortion Regulation 

 
Abortion clinics are regulated by the Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA) under ch. 
390, F.S. Physicians performing abortions (which may take place in abortion clinics, hospitals, 
physician offices or other physician settings) are regulated by the Department of Health (DOH) 
under chs. 458 and 459 F.S. 
 
In Florida, abortion is defined as the termination of a human pregnancy with an intention other 
than to produce a live birth or to remove a dead fetus.35 An abortion must be performed by a 
physician36 licensed under ch. 458, F.S., or ch. 459, F.S., or a physician practicing medicine or 
osteopathic medicine in the employment of the United States.37 

 
Florida law prohibits abortions if the physician performing abortion determines the gestational 
age of the fetus is more than 15 weeks, based on the first day of the woman’s last menstrual 
period.38 Section 390.01112, F.S., prohibits an abortion from being performed if a physician 
determines that, in reasonable medical judgment, the fetus has achieved viability.39 Exceptions 
to both of these prohibitions exist if: 
 

 Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the termination of 
the pregnancy is necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of 
substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition; or 

 One physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, there is a 
medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical procedures for termination of the 
pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of imminent 
substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition, and another physician is not 
available for consultation.40 

 

                                                 
33 Id. at 1194. 
34 Fla. Women's Medical Clinic, Inc. v. Smith, 478 F.Supp. 233 (S.D. Fla. 1979); Fla. Women’s Medical Clinic, Inc. v. Smith, 536 
F.Supp. 1048 (S.D. Fla. 1982). 
35 Section 390.011(1), F.S. Removal of a deceased fetus due to miscarriage or other causes is not abortion under Florida law.  
36 Section 390.0111(2), F.S. 
37 Section 390.011(8), F.S. 
38 Section 390.0111(1), F.S. 
39 Viability is defined as the stage of fetal development when the life of a fetus is sustainable outside the womb through standard 
medical measures. Section 390.011(13), F.S. 
40 Sections 390.0111(1)(a) and (b) and 390.01112(1)(a) and (b), F.S. 
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Florida law also provides an exception to the 15-week prohibition if the fetus has not achieved viability 
and two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the fetus has a fatal fetal 

abnormality.41 

In June 2022, shortly before the law was to take effect, various abortion providers filed a legal 
challenge to the prohibition against abortions after 15 weeks. The case is currently pending before the 
Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood of Southwest and Central Florida v. State of Florida. The 

law remains in effect throughout the duration of the pending litigation. 

Abortion Data  
 

In 2022, there were 224,582 live births in Florida.42 In the same year, there were 82,192 abortion 
procedures43 performed in the state. Of those: 
 

 75,118 were performed in the first trimester (12 weeks and under); 

 7,074 were performed in the second trimester (13 to 24 weeks); and 

 None were performed in the third trimester (25 weeks and over). 
 
The majority of the procedures (59,794) were elective.44 The remainder of the abortions were 
performed due to:  
 

 Emotional or psychological health of the mother (1,899); 

 Physical health of the mother that was not life endangering (1,207);  

 Life endangering physical condition (175); 
 Rape (115); 

 Incest (7); 

 Serious fetal genetic defect, deformity, or abnormality (578); and 

 Fatal fetal abnormality (66) 

 Social or economic reasons (18,351). 
 

No abortions were reported to have been performed due to human trafficking. 
 
Medication Abortion 

 
Medication abortion is a two-step process that does not require surgical intervention. Medication 
abortions consist of a health care practitioner, usually a physician, providing a patient with mifepristone 
and misoprostol. The FDA has approved the use of these drugs during the first 70 days of a pregnancy 
under the following dosing regimen:45 
 

 200 mg of mifepristone taken by mouth. This blocks progesterone, which is a hormone that is 
necessary for a pregnancy to continue. Without progesterone, the embryo or fetus detaches 
from the uterine wall. 

 24 to 48 hours after taking mifepristone: 800 mcg of misoprostol taken buccally (in the cheek 
pouch), at a location appropriate for the patient. This softens and dilates the cervix and causes 
uterine contractions that expel the embryo or fetus. 

                                                 
41 Section 390.0111(1), F.S. A “fatal fetal abnormality” is a terminal condition that, in reasonable medical judgment, regardless of the 
provision of life-saving medical treatment, is incompatible with life outside the womb and will result in death upon birth or imminent ly 
thereafter. 
42 Correspondence from the Department of Health dated March 11, 2023, on file with the Healthcare Regulation Subcommittee.  
43 Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy by Reason, by Trimester, Agency for Health Care Administration, available  at 
https://ahca.myflorida.com/mchq/central_services/training_support/docs/TrimesterByReason_2022.pdf (last viewed May 9, 2023). 
44 Id. 
45 Questions and Answers on Mifepristone for Medical Termination of Pregnancy Through Ten Weeks Gestation , U.S. Food & Drug 
Administration, available at https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-and-providers/questions-and-
answers-mifepristone-medical-termination-pregnancy-through-ten-weeks-gestation (last visited May 9, 2023). 

https://ahca.myflorida.com/mchq/central_services/training_support/docs/TrimesterByReason_2022.pdf
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-and-providers/questions-and-answers-mifepristone-medical-termination-pregnancy-through-ten-weeks-gestation
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-and-providers/questions-and-answers-mifepristone-medical-termination-pregnancy-through-ten-weeks-gestation
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 Seven to fourteen days after taking mifepristone: follow-up visit with the healthcare provider to 
confirm that the abortion is complete. 
 

Originally, the FDA required practitioners to dispense mifepristone only in clinics, medical offices and 
hospitals.46 This necessitates an in-person visit to obtain the drugs. This requirement discourages the 
use of telemedicine, although there is no express federal prohibition against using telemedicine for a 
medication abortion.  
 
In April 2021, the FDA waived this in-person dispensing requirement for the duration of the COVID-19 
federal public health emergency.47 This allowed patients to receive abortion-inducing drugs through the 
mail or other home delivery services. This increased the probability of prescribers using telemedicine to 
perform medication abortion in states where not prohibited by state law.  
 
On December 16, 2021, the FDA permanently removed the in-person dispensing requirement.48 
 
The table below illustrates the current and prior FDA rules. 
 
 
 

Protocol Original FDA Regimen 
New FDA Regimen 

(12/16/21) 

Maximum 

gestational age 
70 days from LMP Same 

Mifepristone dose 200 mg. orally Same 

Misoprostol dose 
800 mg. buccally 

(in cheek pouch)  
Same 

Misoprostol timing 
24-48 hours after 

mifepristone 
Same 

Misoprostol location Home Same 

Follow-up visit 7-14 days after mifepristone Same 

Dispensing Method 

Both drugs may only be 

dispensed in-person to a 

patient, in clinics, medical 

offices and hospitals 

In-person requirement 

eliminated. Both drugs may 

be dispensed by a pharmacy 

or mailed directly to a patient 
 
Because this drug regimen for abortion, and Florida law allows only physicians to perform abortions, 
only physicians can perform medication abortions. However, Florida law does not expressly regulate 
the manner in which a physician dispenses the abortion-inducing drug regimen.  
 
Telehealth 
 
Telehealth is not a type of health care service; rather, it is a mechanism for delivery of health care 
services. Health care professionals use telehealth as a platform to provide traditional health care 
services in a non-traditional manner. These services include, among others, preventative medicine and 
the treatment of chronic conditions.49  Section 456.74, F.S., enacted in 2019, regulates the use of 
telehealth by Florida and out-of-state healthcare providers. 

 

                                                 
46 Id. 
47 Id. 
48 Id. 
49 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Report to Congress: E-Health and Telemedicine (August 12, 2016), available at 
https://aspe.hhs.gov/system/files/pdf/206751/TelemedicineE-HealthReport.pdf (last visited January 23, 2023). 

https://aspe.hhs.gov/system/files/pdf/206751/TelemedicineE-HealthReport.pdf
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Current law broadly defines telehealth as the use of synchronous or asynchronous telecommunications 
technology by a telehealth provider to provide health care services, including, but not limited to:  50 
 

 Assessment, diagnosis, consultation, treatment, and monitoring of a patient; 

 Transfer of medical data; 

 Patient and professional health-related education; 

 Public health services; and 

 Health administration.  
 
A patient receiving telehealth services may be in any location at the time services are rendered and a 
telehealth provider may be in any location when providing telehealth services to a patient. 

 
Health care services may be provided via telehealth by a Florida-licensed health care practitioner, a 
practitioner licensed under a multistate health care licensure compact of which Florida is a member,51 
or an out-of-state-health care provider who registers with the Department of Health.52 
 
Current law requires telehealth providers to meet the same standard of care required for in-person 
health care services to patients in this state. This ensures that a patient receives the same standard of 
care irrespective of the modality used by the health care professional to deliver the services.53 
 
 Telehealth Abortion 
 
Sixteen states currently have laws prohibiting the use of telemedicine to perform medication 
abortions.54 In general, these laws expressly prohibit the use of telemedicine to perform abortions or 
require the physician to be physically present in the same room as the patient when performing the 
abortion. 
 
Florida law does not expressly prohibit the use of telehealth to perform medication abortions; however, 
two requirements in current law prevent the use of telehealth for this purpose. First, current law 
requires the physician performing the abortion to verify the probable gestational age of the fetus, by 
ultrasound, at the time the abortion is performed.55 This nature of the ultrasound procedure, and the 
requirement that it be contemporaneous with the abortion procedure, likely prevents telehealth use.  
 
Second, current law also requires the physician performing the abortion or the referring physician to 
engage in an informed consent colloquy with the patient, in the same room as the patient, at least 24 
hours before the abortion procedure.56 While the abortion-inducing drug regimen could be provided by 
telehealth or mail after this, the need for an in-person appointment would negate the usefulness of 
telehealth. 
 
Travel Reimbursement for Abortions 
 
Following the Supreme Court’s decision in Dobbs, several major corporations announced that they 
would be offering travel reimbursement for abortions to their employees.57 The type of reimbursement 

                                                 
50 S. 456.47(1)(a), F.S. 
51 Florida is a member of the Nurse Licensure Compact. See s. 464.0095, F.S. 
52 S. 456.47(4), F.S. 
53 S. 456.47(2), F.S. 
54 AZ, AL, IN, KY, LA, MI, MS, MO, NE, NC, ND, SC, SD, TN, WV, WI. 
55 Section 390.0111(3)(b), F.S. The physician performing the abortion, or person qualified to operate an ultrasound who is worki ng with 
in conjunction with the physician, must perform the ultrasound. 
56 Section 390.0111(3)(a), F.S. 
57 These Companies Will Cover Travel Expenses for Employee Abortions, The New York Times, Emma Goldberg, August 19, 2022, 
available at https://www.nytimes.com/article/abortion-companies-travel-expenses.html (last viewed May 9, 2023);  Employer Coverage 
of Travel Costs for Out-of-State Abortion, Kaiser Family Foundation, Michelle Long , Laurie Sobel , Alina Salganicoff, and Kaye 
Pestaina, May 16, 2022, available at https://www.kff.org/policy-watch/employer-coverage-travel-costs-out-of-state-abortion/ (last viewed 
May 9, 2023); Companies Are Announcing Abortion-Travel Benefits Following Dobbs Decision, Society for Human Resource 

https://www.nytimes.com/article/abortion-companies-travel-expenses.html
https://www.kff.org/policy-watch/employer-coverage-travel-costs-out-of-state-abortion/
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available varies but often includes expenses for travel and lodging, with one company allowing up to 
$4,000 for these expenses.58 Reimbursement is commonly provided through the employers’ health 
insurance plan or through employer-sponsored self-funded plans.59 
 
Currently, Florida law does not prohibit the use of state funds for reimbursement of travel expenses for 
abortion. 
 
Family Planning 
 
DOH administers Florida’s comprehensive family planning program through local county health 
departments or contracted agencies. The program must include, at a minimum:60 
 

 Comprehensive family planning education and counseling programs; 

 Prescription for and provision of all medically recognized methods of contraception; 

 Medical evaluation, including cytological examination and other appropriate laboratory tests; 
and 

 Treatment of physical complications other than pregnancy resulting from the use of 
contraceptive methods. 
 

DOH must provide these services at locations and times readily available to the population served. 
Fees for these services are based upon the cost of the service and the individual’s ability to pay.61 
 
The program may provide maternal health and contraceptive information and services of a nonsurgical 
nature62 to a minor if the minor:63 

 Is married; 
 Is a parent; 

 Is pregnant; 

 Has the consent of a parent or legal guardian; or 

 May, in the opinion of the physician, suffer probable health hazards if such services are not 
provided. 

 
In Fiscal Year 2021-2022 DOH expended approximately $20 million in state and federal funds to 
provide services in the family planning program.64 
 
Effect of the Bill 
 

Pregnancy Support Services 
 
CS/HB 7 expands the types of services that may be provided through the FPSSP. These services 
include: 
 

  Parenting services. 

 Nonmedical material assistance including, but not limited to, cribs, car seats, clothing, diapers 
and formula. 

 Counseling or mentoring. 

 Education materials. 

                                                 
Management, Stephen Miller, June 27, 2022, available at https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/benefits/pages/companies-
announce-abortion-travel-benefits-following-dobbs-decision.aspx (last viewed May 9, 2023). 
58 Id. 
59 Id. 
60 S. 381.0051(3), F.S. 
61 Id. 
62 Application of nonpermanent internal contraceptive devices are not considered to be a surgical procedure.  
63 S. 381.0051(4), F.S 
64 Correspondence from DOH to the staff of the Health and Human Services Committee dated 3/13/23 on  file with the committee.  

https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/benefits/pages/companies-announce-abortion-travel-benefits-following-dobbs-decision.aspx
https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/benefits/pages/companies-announce-abortion-travel-benefits-following-dobbs-decision.aspx
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 Classes on pregnancy, parenting, adoption, life skills and employment readiness. 
  

The bill also expands eligibility for services to include adoptive parents of children under age three and 
their families.  
 
The bill requires the FPSSP to spend at least 85 percent of the contract funds on pregnancy and 
parenting support services and wellness services. 
 
The bill requires the FPSSP to submit an annual report to the Governor and the Legislature beginning 
July 1, 2024.  
 
These bill provisions will be effective upon the bill becoming law. 

 
 Abortion Regulations 
 

Six-Week Limit 
 
CS\HB 7 names the act the “Heartbeat Protection Act” and prohibits abortions after 6 weeks’ 
gestational age, as determined by the physician using an ultrasound. Gestational age is counted from 
the first day of the woman’s last menstrual period (LMP), consistent with current law. This replaces the 
current 15-week limit. 
 
The bill retains the same medical exception to prohibited abortions in existing law: 65 
 

 Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the termination of 
the pregnancy is necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of 
substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition; or 

 One physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, there is a 
medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical procedures for termination of the 
pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of imminent 
substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the 
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition, and another physician is not 
available for consultation. 

 
 The bill also retains the exception for fatal fetal anomalies in current law, but modifies its 

applicability. Currently, the exception applies until the fetus achieves viability. Under the bill the 
exception is applicable if the pregnancy has not progressed to the third trimester. 
 
The bill establishes an exception to prohibited abortions for women seeking an abortion 
because they are victims of rape, incest, or human trafficking. The fetus must be less than 15 
weeks, as determined by the physician, and the woman must provide certain documentation 
when she schedules or arrives for the abortion. The woman must provide a copy of a restraining 
order, police report, medical record, or other court order or documentation providing evidence 
that she is obtaining the termination of pregnancy because she is a victim of rape or incest. This 
is the same documentation currently required for the rape and incest exceptions related to offers 
to view the ultrasound and the 24-hour waiting period.66 The bill requires physicians to report 
incidents of rape, incest, and human trafficking to the central abuse hotline67 if the woman is a 
minor and incidents of human trafficking to law enforcement if the woman is an adult.  
 

                                                 
65 Sections 390.0111(1)(a) and (b) and 390.01112(1)(a) and (b), F.S. 
66 Sections 390.0111(3) (a), F.S. 
67 Section 39.101, F.S., establishes the central abuse hotline and s. 39.201, F.S., sets forth mandatory reporting requirements. 
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The bill deletes all provisions in current law related to the viability standard including the 
prohibition against abortions after viability. These provisions are no longer necessary because 
the bill bans abortions after six weeks. The bill also deletes certain AHCA rule-making 
provisions for abortions clinics, related to federal jurisprudence prior to Dobbs. 
 
Medication Abortion and Telehealth 
 
Current law does not regulate how physicians dispense abortion-inducing drugs or the use of telehealth 
to provide abortions. The bill requires abortion-inducing drugs to be dispensed in-person by a physician 
and expressly prohibits the use of telehealth for abortions.  
 
Travel Reimbursement for Abortions 

 
Currently, Florida law does not prohibit the use of state funds for reimbursement of travel expenses for 
abortion. The bill prohibits the use of state funds to pay for the travel out-of-state to obtain an abortion 
except for cases of medical emergencies and when federal law requires states to pay for such travel. 
 
Effective Date 
 
These provisions only take effect if specified events occur that change Florida’s jurisprudence on the 
privacy clause in the state constitution which include: 
 

 The Florida Supreme Court: 
o Recedes from its decision in In Re T.W. or its progeny.  
o Determines that the Florida constitution right to privacy provision does not include 

abortion. 
o Rules in favor of the state in case challenging the 15-week abortion ban (Planned 

Parenthood of Southwest and Central Florida v. State of Florida). 
 

 Florida voters adopt a state constitutional amendment clarifying that the right to privacy does 
not include abortion. 

 
The bill becomes effective upon becoming law, except the provisions related to abortion regulation 
which are effective upon the jurisprudential change specified in the bill.   
 

II.  FISCAL ANALYSIS & ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

A. FISCAL IMPACT ON STATE GOVERNMENT: 
 
1.  Revenues: 

 
None. 
 

2. Expenditures: 
 
The bill appropriates an additional $25 million in recurring General Revenue to the DOH for the 
purpose of expanding the functions of the FPSSP. The bill also appropriates an additional $5 million 
in recurring General Revenue for family planning services provided by the DOH pursuant to s. 
381.0051, F.S. 
 

B. FISCAL IMPACT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 
 
1. Revenues: 

 
None. 
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2. Expenditures: 

 
None. 
 

C. DIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACT ON PRIVATE SECTOR: 
 
None. 
 

D. FISCAL COMMENTS: 
 
 None. 

 
 
 
 



The Florida Senate 

BILL ANALYSIS AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(This document is based on the provisions contained in the legislation as of the latest date listed below.) 

Prepared By: The Professional Staff of the Committee on Fiscal Policy  
 
BILL:  SB 300 

INTRODUCER:  Senator Grall and others 

SUBJECT:  Pregnancy and Parenting Support 

DATE:  March 27, 2023 

 

 ANALYST  STAFF DIRECTOR  REFERENCE  ACTION 
1. Looke  Brown  HP  Favorable 

2. Looke  Yeatman  FP  Favorable 

 

I. Summary: 

SB 300 amends and creates multiple provisions of law related to pregnancy support and wellness 

services, the state's Family Planning Program, and the termination of pregnancies. 

 

The bill prohibits abortion after six weeks of gestation unless an exception is met. Current-law 

exceptions to abortion time frames are maintained and a new exception is established for cases in 

which the pregnancy is the result of rape or incest. This new exception is available until the 15th 

week of gestation under the bill. 

 

The bill specifies that abortions, including medical abortions,1 may not be provided through 

telehealth and that medication intended for the use in a medical abortion may only be dispensed 

by a physician and may not be dispensed via the U.S. Postal Service or by any other carrier. The 

bill also prohibits any person, educational institution, and governmental entity from expending 

state funds for a person to travel to another state to receive services that are intended to support 

an abortion, unless such expenditure is required by federal law or there is a legitimate medical 

emergency. 

 

SB 300 also amends the pregnancy support and wellness services network established in s. 

381.96, F.S., to expand eligibility for such services to women who have given birth in the past 12 

months and to parents or guardians of children under the age of three for up to 12 months. The 

bill adds new services and assistance which the network is required to provide, including 

counseling, mentoring, educational materials, and classes as well as material assistance including 

clothing, car seats, cribs formula, and diapers. The bill also requires that the Department of 

Health (DOH) report to the Governor and the Legislature annually on the types, amount, and 

costs of services provided as well as demographic information on persons who receive such 

services. 

                                                 
1 Section 390.011(9), F.S., provides that “medical abortion” means the administration or use of an abortion-inducing drug to 

induce an abortion. 

REVISED:         
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The bill appropriates $25 million in recurring general revenue for the expanded network and 

specifies that contracted organizations in the network must spend at least 85 percent of the funds 

received on providing services and maintaining a hotline. 

 

The bill also appropriates $5 million in recurring general revenue, above what is currently 

appropriated in the General Appropriations Act (GAA), for family planning services provided by 

the Department of Health pursuant to s. 381.0051, F.S. 

 

The bill makes other technical and clean-up changes, including repealing s. 390.01112, F.S., 

which is unused; clarifying that the current-law exception for fatal fetal anomalies is available 

until the third trimester of pregnancy, rather than until fetal viability; and repealing rulemaking 

language that is no longer applicable. 

 

The provisions of the bill, other than the expansion of the pregnancy support network and the 

appropriations which are effective upon becoming law, are effective 30 days after one of several 

events occurs. These events include a Florida Supreme court ruling overturning In re T.W.,2 or 

one of several other related cases; a Florida Supreme court ruling stating that the privacy clause 

in the Florida Constitution does not protect the right to abortion; or an amendment to the Florida 

Constitution which provides the same. 

II. Present Situation: 

Federal Case Law on Abortion 

Roe v. Wade 

In 1973, the U.S. Supreme Court issued the landmark Roe v. Wade decision.3 Using the strict 

scrutiny standard, the Court determined that a woman’s right to terminate a pregnancy is 

protected by a fundamental right to privacy guaranteed under the Due Process Clause of the 

Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. Further, the Court reasoned that state 

regulations limiting the exercise of this right must be justified by a compelling state interest and 

must be narrowly drawn. 

 

Casey 

In 1992, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled on the constitutionality of a Pennsylvania statute 

involving a 24-hour waiting period between the provision of information to a woman and the 

performance of an abortion. In that decision, Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pennsylvania 

v. Casey (a.k.a. “Casey”),4 the Court upheld the statute and relaxed the standard of review in 

abortion cases involving adult women from “strict scrutiny” to “unduly burdensome.” Under 

Casey, an undue burden exists and makes a statute invalid if the statute’s purpose or effect is to 

place a substantial obstacle in the way of a woman seeking an abortion before the fetus is viable. 

 

                                                 
2 The seminal case on abortion, discussed in the present situation. 
3 Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113, 93 S. Ct. 705, 35 L. Ed. 2d 147 (1973) 
4 Planned Parenthood of Se. Pennsylvania v. Casey, 505 U.S. 833, 112 S. Ct. 2791, 120 L. Ed. 2d 674 (1992) 
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The Court held that the undue burden standard is an appropriate means of reconciling a state’s 

interest in human life with the woman’s constitutionally protected liberty to decide whether to 

terminate a pregnancy. The Court determined that, prior to fetal viability, a woman has the right 

to an abortion without being unduly burdened by government interference. Before viability, a 

state’s interests are not strong enough under Casey to support prohibiting an abortion or the 

imposition of a substantial obstacle to the woman’s right to select the procedure. However, once 

viability occurs, a state has the power to restrict abortions if the law contains exceptions for 

pregnancies that endanger a woman’s life or health. 

 

Dobbs 

On June 24, 2022, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled on Jackson Women's Health Org. v. Dobbs 

(a.k.a. “Dobbs”),5 a case involving Mississippi’s Gestational Age Act. The Gestational Age Act 

prohibited all abortions after 15 weeks of gestational age and was permanently enjoined by the 

lower courts in 2019. In Dobbs, the U.S. Supreme Court explicitly and entirely overruled Roe v. 

Wade and Casey, returning all abortion regulation decisions back to state control. The Court 

stated: 

 

[Roe v. Wade] was…egregiously wrong and on a collision course with the Constitution 

from the day it was decided. Casey perpetuated its errors, calling both sides of the 

national controversy to resolve their debate, but in doing so, Casey necessarily declared a 

winning side. Those on the losing side—those who sought to advance the State's interest 

in fetal life—could no longer seek to persuade their elected representatives to adopt 

policies consistent with their views. The Court short-circuited the democratic process by 

closing it to the large number of Americans who disagreed with Roe.6 

 

The Court’s final holding was that “the Constitution does not confer a right to abortion; Roe and 

Casey are overruled; and the authority to regulate abortion is returned to the people and their 

elected representatives.”7 

 

In Florida, however, abortion restrictions established under Florida Statutes are still held to the 

stricter standard established in In re T.W. (discussed below) unless the Florida Supreme Court 

eventually overturns the decision in that case. 

 

Abortion Law in Florida 

Under Florida law, abortion is defined as the termination of a human pregnancy with an intention 

other than to produce a live birth or remove a dead fetus.8 The termination of a pregnancy must 

be performed by a physician9 licensed under ch. 458, F.S., or ch. 459, F.S., or a physician 

practicing medicine or osteopathic medicine in the employment of the United States.10 The 

                                                 
5 Jackson Women's Health Org. v. Currier, 349 F. Supp. 3d 536 (S.D. Miss. 2018), aff'd sub nom. Jackson Women's Health 

Org. v. Dobbs, 945 F.3d 265 (5th Cir. 2019) 
6 Dobbs v. Jackson Women's Health Org., No. 19-1392, 2022 WL 2276808 (U.S. June 24, 2022). 
7 Id. 
8 Section 390.011(1), F.S. 
9 Section 390.0111(2), F.S. 
10 Section 390.011(8), F.S. 
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Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA) is responsible for licensing abortion clinics 

pursuant to ch. 390, F.S. 

 

The termination of a pregnancy may not be performed after 15 weeks gestation11 unless there is a 

medical necessity or the fetus has a fatal fetal abnormality. Specifically, an abortion may not be 

performed after 15 weeks unless two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical 

judgment, the termination of the pregnancy is necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or 

avert a serious risk of substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function 

of the pregnant woman, other than a psychological condition. If a second physician is not 

available, one physician may certify in writing to the medical necessity for legitimate emergency 

medical procedures for the termination of the pregnancy.12 Additionally, an abortion may not be 

performed on a minor under the age of 18 without the consent of the minor’s parent or guardian 

or without the minor obtaining authorization for the abortion from a court.13 

 

Sections 390.0111(4) and 390.01112(3), F.S., provide that if a termination of pregnancy is 

performed during the third trimester or during viability, the physician who performs or induces 

the termination of pregnancy must use that degree of professional skill, care, and diligence to 

preserve the life and health of the fetus, which the physician would be required to exercise in 

order to preserve the life and health of any fetus intended to be born and not aborted. However, 

the woman’s life and health constitute an overriding and superior consideration to the concern 

for the life and health of the fetus when the concerns are in conflict. A termination of pregnancy 

after viability in an emergency situation must be performed in a hospital.14 

 

Legal Challenge of the 15-Week Time Frame 

The portions of ch. 2022-69, L.O.F., related to abortion were challenged by Planned Parenthood 

(Planned Parenthood v. the State of Florida), and the Second Judicial Circuit Court issued a 

temporary injunction preventing the law from being enforced, stating that the law does not meet 

the constitutional standards established under Florida case law in In re T.W., (551 So. 2d 1186 

(Fla. 1989)). However, upon appeal, the injunction was automatically stayed and the First 

District Court of Appeal declined to reverse the automatic stay. 

 

Planned Parenthood of Southwest and Central Florida appealed the order declining to reverse the 

stay to the Florida Supreme Court. Additionally, Planned Parenthood asked the Supreme Court 

to accept jurisdiction over the case. On Jan. 23, 2023, the Court both accepted jurisdiction of the 

case and denied the motion to vacate the automatic stay of the temporary injunction. Currently, 

the case resides at the Supreme Court. The Petitioner’s initial brief on the merits of the case was 

served on Feb. 27, 2023, and the response to the brief is due 30 days from then.15 

 

                                                 
11 In the 2022 session the Florida Legislature passed HB 5, a ban on abortions after 15 weeks of gestation with exceptions for 

emergencies, substantial physical impairment of a major bodily function, and genetic conditions incompatible with life 

outside of the womb and that will result in death upon birth or imminently thereafter. The law took effect on July 1, 2022. 
12 Sections 390.0111(1) and 390.01112(1), F.S. 
13 Section 390.01114, F.S. 
14 Section 797.03(3), F.S. 
15 PLANNED PARENTHOOD OF SOUTHWEST & CENTRAL FLORIDA, ET AL. vs. STATE OF FLORIDA, ET 

AL. 1st DCA case no. 1D22-2034 and Supreme Court case number SC22-1050. 
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Florida Case Law on Abortion: In re T.W. 

In the 1989 case In re T.W., a Minor,16 the Florida Supreme Court upheld a lower court ruling 

striking the requirement that a minor obtain parental consent prior to obtaining an abortion. This 

ruling is the controlling case law for abortion law in Florida and is of consequence because, 

rather than standing the ruling upon the established federal case law of Roe v. Wade and Casey, 

the Florida Supreme Court determined that: 

 

To be held constitutional, the instant statute must pass muster under both the federal and 

state constitutions. Were we to examine it solely under the federal Constitution, our 

analysis necessarily would track the decisions noted above. However, Florida is unusual 

in that it is one of at least four states having its own express constitutional provision 

guaranteeing an independent right to privacy,… and we opt to examine the statute first 

under the Florida Constitution. If it fails here, then no further analysis under federal law 

is required. 

 

The Court determined that the right to privacy enshrined in Art. I, S. 23 of the Florida 

Constitution “is clearly implicated in a woman's decision of whether or not to continue her 

pregnancy.” Therefore, unlike under the Federal Constitution which requires a state only to show 

that a restriction on abortion is not “unduly burdensome,” in Florida the state must show that the 

abortion restriction “furthers a compelling state interest through the least intrusive means.” 

 

The court further determined that “Under our Florida Constitution, the state's interest becomes 

compelling upon viability, as defined below. Until this point, the fetus is a highly specialized set 

of cells that is entirely dependent upon the mother for sustenance. No other member of society 

can provide this nourishment. The mother and fetus are so inextricably intertwined that their 

interests can be said to coincide. Upon viability, however, society becomes capable of sustaining 

the fetus, and its interest in preserving its potential for life thus becomes compelling.” 

 

Florida Pregnancy Support and Services Network 

Section 381.96, F.S., establishes the Florida Pregnancy Care Network (Network) defined as a 

“not-for-profit statewide alliance of pregnancy support organizations that provide pregnancy 

support and wellness services through a comprehensive system of care to women and their 

families.” The statute requires the DOH to contract with the network for the management and 

delivery of pregnancy support and wellness services to eligible clients and draws a distinction 

between pregnancy support services and wellness services. Pregnancy support services are 

services that promote and encourage childbirth, including: 

 Direct client services, such as pregnancy testing, counseling, referral, training, and education 

for pregnant women and their families. A woman and her family shall continue to be eligible 

to receive direct client services for up to 12 months after the birth of the child. 

 Program awareness activities, including a promotional campaign to educate the public about 

the pregnancy support services offered by the network and a website that provides 

information on the location of providers in the user’s area and other available community 

resources. 

                                                 
16 In re T.W., 551 So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989) 
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 Communication activities, including the operation and maintenance of a hotline or call center 

with a single statewide toll-free number that is available 24 hours a day for an eligible client 

to obtain the location and contact information for a pregnancy center located in the client’s 

area. 

 

Wellness services are services or activities intended to maintain and improve health or prevent 

illness and injury, including, but not limited to, high blood pressure screening, anemia testing, 

thyroid screening, cholesterol screening, diabetes screening, and assistance with smoking 

cessation. 

 

Pregnancy support services are available to a pregnant woman or woman who suspects she is 

pregnant, and the family of such a woman, while wellness support services are available to any 

woman who seeks such services. 

 

The section establishes contracting provisions which require the DOH to: 

 Establish, implement, and monitor a comprehensive system of care through subcontractors to 

meet the pregnancy support and wellness needs of eligible clients. 

 Establish and manage subcontracts with a sufficient number of providers to ensure the 

availability of pregnancy support and wellness services for eligible clients, and maintain and 

manage the delivery of such services throughout the contract period. 

 Spend at least 90 percent of the contract funds on pregnancy support and wellness services. 

 Offer wellness services through vouchers or other appropriate arrangements that allow the 

purchase of services from qualified health care providers. 

 Require a background screening under s. 943.0542, F.S., for all paid staff and volunteers of a 

subcontractor if such staff or volunteers provide direct client services to an eligible client 

who is a minor or an elderly person or who has a disability. 

 Annually monitor its subcontractors and specify the sanctions that shall be imposed for 

noncompliance with the terms of a subcontract. 

 Subcontract only with providers that exclusively promote and support childbirth. 

 Ensure that informational materials provided to an eligible client by a provider are current 

and accurate and cite the reference source of any medical statement included in such 

materials. 

 

This section of statute specifies that services provided pursuant to the section must be provided 

in a non-coercive manner and may not include religious content. 

 

The Comprehensive Family Planning Act 

Section 381.0051, F.S., establishes the Comprehensive Family Planning Act (Act). The Act 

requires the DOH to implement a comprehensive family planning program which must include, 

but is not limited to: 

 Comprehensive family planning education and counseling programs. 

 Prescription for and provision of all medically recognized methods of contraception. 

 Medical evaluation, including cytological examination and other appropriate laboratory 

studies. 
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 Treatment of physical complications other than pregnancy resulting from the use of 

contraceptive methods. 

 

The program must provide services at locations and times readily available to the population 

served and must emphasize service to postpartum mothers. The services are to be available to 

anyone who desires them on a fee schedule based on the cost of service and the individual’s 

ability to pay.17 Family planning and related health services are available in all 67 counties 

through local county health departments or contracted agencies.18 

 

Minors are able to receive maternal health, contraceptive information, and services of a 

nonsurgical nature19 if the services are provided by a physician or by the DOH directly through 

the program and if the minor: 

 Is married; 

 Is a parent; 

 Is pregnant; 

 Has the consent of a parent or legal guardian; or 

 May, in the opinion of the physician, suffer probable health hazards if such services are not 

provided. 

 

Medical Abortion 

Medical abortion is a two-step process that does not require surgical intervention. Medical 

abortions consist of a health care practitioner, usually a physician, providing a patient with 

mifepristone and misoprostol. The FDA has approved the use of these drugs during the first 70 

days of a pregnancy under the following dosing regimen:20 

 200 mg of mifepristone taken by mouth. This blocks progesterone, which is a hormone that is 

necessary for a pregnancy to continue. Without progesterone, the embryo or fetus detaches 

from the uterine wall. 

 24 to 48 hours after taking mifepristone: 800 mcg of misoprostol taken buccally (in the cheek 

pouch), at a location appropriate for the patient. This softens and dilates the cervix and 

causes uterine contractions that expel the detached embryo or fetus. 

 Seven to fourteen days after taking mifepristone: follow-up visit with the health care provider 

to confirm that the abortion is complete. 

 

Originally, the FDA required practitioners to dispense mifepristone only in clinics, medical 

offices, and hospitals.21 This necessitates an in-person visit to obtain the drugs. This requirement 

                                                 
17 One such fee schedule, from Martin County Health Department, for 2020/2021 provides for costs between $28.32 and 

$166.59 for most family planning items including annual exams and IUD insertion and removal. This fee schedule is 

available at https://martin.floridahealth.gov/about-us/_documents/familyplanningfees2021.pdf, (last visited March 16, 2023). 
18 Family Planning, DOH website, available at https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/womens-health/family-

planning/index.html, (last visited March 16, 2023). 
19 The section specifies that the application of a nonpermanent internal contraceptive device is deemed to be nonsurgical.  
20 Questions and Answers on Mifepristone for Medical Termination of Pregnancy Through Ten Weeks Gestation, U.S. Food & Drug 

Administration, available at https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-and-providers/questions-and-answers-

mifepristone-medical-termination-pregnancy-through-ten-weeks-gestation (last visited March 16, 2023). 
21 Id. 

https://martin.floridahealth.gov/about-us/_documents/familyplanningfees2021.pdf
https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/womens-health/family-planning/index.html
https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/womens-health/family-planning/index.html
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-and-providers/questions-and-answers-mifepristone-medical-termination-pregnancy-through-ten-weeks-gestation
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/postmarket-drug-safety-information-patients-and-providers/questions-and-answers-mifepristone-medical-termination-pregnancy-through-ten-weeks-gestation
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discourages the use of telemedicine, although there is no express federal prohibition against 

using telemedicine for a medical abortion. 

 

In April 2021, the FDA waived this in-person dispensing requirement for the duration of the 

COVID-19 federal public health emergency.22 This allowed patients to receive abortion-inducing 

drugs through the mail or other home delivery services. This increased the probability of 

prescribers using telemedicine to perform medical abortion in states where not prohibited by 

state law. On December 16, 2021, the FDA permanently removed the in-person dispensing 

requirement.23 

 

Telehealth 

Telehealth is a mechanism for delivery of health care services. Health care professionals use 

telehealth as a platform to provide traditional health care services in a non-traditional manner. 

These services include, among others, preventative medicine and the treatment of chronic 

conditions.24 Section 456.74, F.S., enacted in 2019, regulates the use of telehealth by Florida and 

out-of-state health care providers. 

 

Current law broadly defines telehealth as the use of synchronous or asynchronous 

telecommunications technology by a telehealth provider to provide health care services, 

including, but not limited to: 25 

 Assessment, diagnosis, consultation, treatment, and monitoring of a patient; 

 Transfer of medical data; 

 Patient and professional health-related education; 

 Public health services; and 

 Health administration. 

 

A patient receiving telehealth services may be in any location at the time services are rendered 

and a telehealth provider may be in any location when providing telehealth services to a patient. 

 

Health care services may be provided via telehealth by a Florida-licensed health care 

practitioner, a practitioner licensed under a multistate health care licensure compact of which 

Florida is a member,26 or an out-of-state-health care provider who registers with the Department 

of Health.27 

 

Current law requires telehealth providers to meet the same standard of care required for in-

person health care services to patients in this state. This ensures that a patient receives the same 

standard of care irrespective of the modality used by the health care professional to deliver the 

services.28 

                                                 
22 Id. 
23 Id. 
24 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Report to Congress: E-Health and Telemedicine (August 12, 2016), available at 

https://aspe.hhs.gov/system/files/pdf/206751/TelemedicineE-HealthReport.pdf (last visited March 16, 2023). 
25 S. 456.47(1)(a), F.S. 
26 Florida is a member of the Nurse Licensure Compact. See s. 464.0095, F.S. 
27 S. 456.47(4), F.S. 
28 S. 456.47(2), F.S. 

https://aspe.hhs.gov/system/files/pdf/206751/TelemedicineE-HealthReport.pdf
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III. Effect of Proposed Changes: 

Abortion Restrictions 

SB 300 amends several sections of the Florida Statutes, and creates one new section of law, 

relating to abortion. 

 

The bill amends s. 390.0111, F.S., to prohibit a physician from knowingly performing or 

inducing an abortion after six weeks of gestation.29 The bill maintains current-law exceptions to 

abortion time frames and applies them to the six-week prohibition, including exceptions for the 

life and health of the mother, for emergency situations, and for a fetus with a fatal fetal 

abnormality. 

 

The bill adds one new exception for cases in which the pregnancy is the result of rape or incest 

and the gestational age of the fetus is not more than 15 weeks. In order to qualify for the 

exception for rape or incest, at the time a pregnant woman schedules or arrives for her 

appointment to obtain the abortion, she must provide a copy of a restraining order, police report, 

medical record, or other court order or documentation providing evidence that she is obtaining 

the abortion because she is the victim of rape or incest. If the woman is a minor, the bill requires 

that the physician report the incident of rape or incest to the central abuse hotline as required by 

s. 39.201, F.S. 

 

The bill specifies that only an allopathic or osteopathic physician may perform or induce an 

abortion and that a physician may not use telehealth to perform an abortion, including, but not 

limited to, medical abortions. The bill also amends s. 456.47, F.S., to include the prohibition on 

the use of telehealth in the established practice standards for telehealth. 

 

The bill prohibits medications intended for use in a medical abortion from being dispensed by 

anyone other than a physician and from being dispensed through the United States Postal Service 

or by any other courier or shipping service. 

 

Additionally, the bill creates s. 286.31, F.S., to prohibit any person, educational institution, or 

governmental entity from using state funds30 for a person to travel to another state to receive 

services that are intended to support an abortion. The bill defines: 

 “Educational institution” to mean any public institutions under the control of a district school 

board, a charter school, a state university, a developmental research school, a Florida College 

System institution, the Florida School for the Deaf and the Blind, the Florida Virtual School, 

private school readiness programs, voluntary prekindergarten programs, private K-12 

schools, and private colleges and universities. 

 “Governmental entity” to mean the state or any political subdivision thereof, including the 

executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government; the independent establishments 

of the state, counties, municipalities, districts, authorities, boards, or commissions; and any 

agencies that are subject to ch. 286, F.S. 

                                                 
29 “Gestation” is defined in s. 390. 
30 As defined in s. 215.31, F.S., “state funds” means revenue, including licenses, fees, imposts, or exactions collected or 

received under the authority of the laws of the state by each and every state official, office, employee, bureau, division, 

board, commission, institution, agency, or undertaking of the state or the judicial branch 
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The bill provides exceptions to this prohibition when the person, governmental entity, or 

educational institution is required by federal law to expend state funds for such a purpose and for 

cases of a medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical procedures for termination of the 

pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s life or to avert a serious risk of imminent substantial 

and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman, other 

than a psychological condition. 

 

Expansion of the Florida Pregnancy Care Network 

SB 300 amends s. 381.986, F.S., to expand the Network. 

 

The bill amends to the definition of “eligible client” to add eligibility for: 

 Women who have given birth in the previous 12 months; and 

 Parents, or legal guardians, for up to 12 months after the birth of a child or the adoption of a 

child younger than three years of age. 

 

The bill also amends the definition of “pregnancy support services” to be “pregnancy and 

parenting support services” and makes the following services available: 

 Nonmedical material assistance that improves the pregnancy or parenting situation of 

families, including, but not limited to, clothing, car seats, cribs, formula, and diapers; and 

 Counseling or mentoring, education materials, and classes regarding pregnancy, parenting, 

adoption, life skills, and employment readiness. 

 

The bill requires the DOH’s contract with the Network to require the Network to spend at least 

85 percent of contract funds on pregnancy and parenting support services and to exclude network 

awareness activities from the services that qualify to make up the required 85 percent.31 

 

Additionally, by July 1, 2024, and annually thereafter, the bill requires the DOH to report to the 

Governor and the Legislature on the amount and types of services provided by the network; the 

expenditures for such services; and the number of, and demographic information for, women, 

parents, and families served by the network. The bill also requires DOH’s contract with the 

Network to ensure the DOH is provided with all information necessary for the annual report 

detailed below. 

 

Funding Provisions 

In addition to any funds appropriated in the General Appropriations Act, SB 300 appropriates $5 

million in recurring funds from the General Revenue Fund (GR) to the DOH for the purpose of 

implementing the Family Planning Program, specifically subsections (3), (4), and (6) and s. 

381.0051, F.S. 

 

                                                 
31 Current law requires the Network to spend at least 90 percent of funds on pregnancy support services, but also includes 

network awareness activities in the services that count toward the 90 percent. Effectively this change will limit the amount 

spent on network awareness activates, which includes a promotional campaign and a website, to 5 percent of the contracted 

funds. 
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The bill also appropriates $25 million in recurring GR funds to the DOH for the purpose of 

implementing the expanded Florida Pregnancy Care Network. 

 

Clean-Up Provisions 

SB 300 repeals s. 390.01112, F.S., which restricts abortion at the point of viability. This section 

is obsolete and is not used. Additionally, the bill strikes rule language requiring AHCA rules for 

abortion clinics to not impose an unconstitutional burden on a woman’s freedom to decide 

whether to terminate her pregnancy. If the bill becomes effective due to one of the effective date 

triggers (detailed below), this provision will no longer be applicable as there will no longer be 

constitutional restraints on the ability for the Legislature to restrict abortion. 

 

Effective Date 

Other than the expansion of the Network and the appropriation provisions, which are effective 

upon becoming law, SB 300 provides that the bill is effective 30 days after one of the following 

occurs: 

 A decision by the Florida Supreme Court holding that the right to privacy enshrined in s. 23, 

Article I of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; 

 A decision by the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood v. State, SC2022-1050, that 

allows the prohibition on abortions after 15 weeks in s. 390.0111(1), F.S., to remain in effect, 

including a decision approving, in whole or in part, the First District Court of Appeal’s 

decision under review or a decision discharging jurisdiction; 

 An amendment to the State Constitution clarifying that s. 23, Article I of the State 

Constitution does not include a right to abortion; or 

 A decision from the Florida Supreme Court after March 7, 2023, receding, in whole or in 

part, from In re T.W., 551 So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989), North Fla. Women’s Health v. State, 866 

So. 2d 612 (Fla. 2003), or Gainesville Woman Care, LLC v. State, 210 So. 3d 1243 (Fla. 

2017). 

IV. Constitutional Issues: 

A. Municipality/County Mandates Restrictions: 

None. 

B. Public Records/Open Meetings Issues: 

None. 

C. Trust Funds Restrictions: 

None. 

D. State Tax or Fee Increases: 

None. 
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E. Other Constitutional Issues: 

Because the provisions of the bill that might be challenged as unconstitutional do not 

become law unless specified criteria are met which would render such provisions 

constitutional, there are likely no constitutional issues with SB 300. 

V. Fiscal Impact Statement: 

A. Tax/Fee Issues: 

None. 

B. Private Sector Impact: 

None. 

C. Government Sector Impact: 

None. 

VI. Technical Deficiencies: 

None. 

VII. Related Issues: 

None. 

VIII. Statutes Affected: 

This bill substantially amends the following sections of the Florida Statutes: 381.96, 390.0111, 

390.012, and 456.47. 

 

This bill creates section 286.31 of the Florida Statutes. 

 

This bill repeals section 390.01112 of the Florida Statutes. 

IX. Additional Information: 

A. Committee Substitute – Statement of Changes: 
(Summarizing differences between the Committee Substitute and the prior version of the bill.) 

None. 

B. Amendments: 

None. 

This Senate Bill Analysis does not reflect the intent or official position of the bill’s introducer or the Florida Senate. 
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CHAPTER 390
TERMINATION OF PREGNANCIES

390.011 Definitions.
390.0111 Termination of pregnancies.
390.01112 Termination of pregnancies during viability.
390.01114 Parental Notice of and Consent for Abortion Act.
390.01116 Public records exemptions; minors seeking waiver of notice requirements.
390.01118 Public records exemptions; minors seeking waiver of consent requirements.
390.0112 Termination of pregnancies; reporting.
390.012 Powers of agency; rules; disposal of fetal remains.
390.014 Licenses; fees.
390.015 Application for license.
390.018 Administrative fine.
390.025 Abortion referral or counseling agencies; penalties.

390.011 Definitions.—As used in this chapter, the term:
(1) “Abortion” means the termination of human pregnancy with an intention other than to produce a live birth

or to remove a dead fetus.
(2) “Abortion clinic” or “clinic” means any facility in which abortions are performed. The term does not

include:
(a) A hospital; or
(b) A physician’s office, provided that the office is not used primarily for the performance of abortions.
(3) “Agency” means the Agency for Health Care Administration.
(4) “Born alive” means the complete expulsion or extraction from the mother of a human infant, at any stage

of development, who, after such expulsion or extraction, breathes or has a beating heart, or definite and voluntary
movement of muscles, regardless of whether the umbilical cord has been cut and regardless of whether the
expulsion or extraction occurs as a result of natural or induced labor, caesarean section, induced abortion, or other
method.

(5) “Department” means the Department of Health.
(6) “Fatal fetal abnormality” means a terminal condition that, in reasonable medical judgment, regardless of

the provision of life-saving medical treatment, is incompatible with life outside the womb and will result in death
upon birth or imminently thereafter.

(7) “Gestation” means the development of a human embryo or fetus as calculated from the first day of the
pregnant woman’s last menstrual period.

(8) “Hospital” means a facility as defined in s. 395.002(12) and licensed under chapter 395 and part II of
chapter 408.

(9) “Medical abortion” means the administration or use of an abortion-inducing drug to induce an abortion.

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Index&Title_Request=XXIX#TitleXXIX
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0300-0399/0390/0390ContentsIndex.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0300-0399/0390/0390.html
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(10) “Partial-birth abortion” means a termination of pregnancy in which the physician performing the
termination of pregnancy partially vaginally delivers a living fetus before killing the fetus and completing the
delivery.

(11) “Physician” means a physician licensed under chapter 458 or chapter 459 or a physician practicing
medicine or osteopathic medicine in the employment of the United States.

(12) “Reasonable medical judgment” means a medical judgment that would be made by a reasonably prudent
physician, knowledgeable about the case and the treatment possibilities with respect to the medical conditions
involved.

(13) “Standard medical measure” means the medical care that a physician would provide based on the
particular facts of the pregnancy, the information available to the physician, and the technology reasonably
available in a hospital, as defined in s. 395.002, with an obstetrical department, to preserve the life and health of
the fetus, with or without temporary artificial life-sustaining support, if the fetus were born at the same stage of
fetal development.

(14) “Trimester” means one of the following three distinct periods of time in the duration of a pregnancy:
(a) “First trimester,” which is the period of time from fertilization through the end of the 11th week of

gestation.
(b) “Second trimester,” which is the period of time from the beginning of the 12th week of gestation through

the end of the 23rd week of gestation.
(c) “Third trimester,” which is the period of time from the beginning of the 24th week of gestation through

birth.
(15) “Viable” or “viability” means the stage of fetal development when the life of a fetus is sustainable

outside the womb through standard medical measures.
History.—s. 1, ch. 78-382; s. 1, ch. 86-286; ss. 4, 5, ch. 88-97; s. 4, ch. 91-429; s. 4, ch. 97-151; s. 37, ch. 97-264; s. 3, ch. 98-1; s. 14,

ch. 2007-230; s. 1, ch. 2013-121; s. 1, ch. 2014-137; s. 1, ch. 2016-150; s. 6, ch. 2021-112; s. 37, ch. 2022-4; s. 3, ch. 2022-69.
Note.—Section 5, ch. 2014-137, provides:

“Severability and reversion.—
“(1) If any provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity does not affect other

provisions or applications of this act which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions
of this act are severable.

“(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1), if s. 390.01112, Florida Statutes, is held unconstitutional and severed by a court having
jurisdiction, the amendments made by this act to s. 390.011, Florida Statutes, and subsections (4), (10), and (13) of s. 390.0111, Florida
Statutes, will be repealed and will revert to the law as it existed on January 1, 2014.”

390.0111 Termination of pregnancies.—
(1) TERMINATION AFTER GESTATIONAL AGE OF 15 WEEKS; WHEN ALLOWED.—A physician may not perform a

termination of pregnancy if the physician determines the gestational age of the fetus is more than 15 weeks unless
one of the following conditions is met:

(a) Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the termination of the pregnancy is
necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of substantial and irreversible physical
impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other than a psychological condition.

(b) The physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, there is a medical necessity for
legitimate emergency medical procedures for termination of the pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s life or
avert a serious risk of imminent substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition, and another physician is not available for consultation.

(c) The fetus has not achieved viability under s. 390.01112 and two physicians certify in writing that, in
reasonable medical judgment, the fetus has a fatal fetal abnormality.

(2) PERFORMANCE BY PHYSICIAN REQUIRED.—No termination of pregnancy shall be performed at any time
except by a physician as defined in s. 390.011.

(3) CONSENTS REQUIRED.—A termination of pregnancy may not be performed or induced except with the
voluntary and informed written consent of the pregnant woman or, in the case of a mental incompetent, the
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voluntary and informed written consent of her court-appointed guardian.
(a) Except in the case of a medical emergency, consent to a termination of pregnancy is voluntary and informed

only if:
1. The physician who is to perform the procedure, or the referring physician, has, at a minimum, orally, while

physically present in the same room, and at least 24 hours before the procedure, informed the woman of:
a. The nature and risks of undergoing or not undergoing the proposed procedure that a reasonable patient

would consider material to making a knowing and willful decision of whether to terminate a pregnancy.
b. The probable gestational age of the fetus, verified by an ultrasound, at the time the termination of

pregnancy is to be performed.
(I) The ultrasound must be performed by the physician who is to perform the abortion or by a person having

documented evidence that he or she has completed a course in the operation of ultrasound equipment as
prescribed by rule and who is working in conjunction with the physician.

(II) The person performing the ultrasound must offer the woman the opportunity to view the live ultrasound
images and hear an explanation of them. If the woman accepts the opportunity to view the images and hear the
explanation, a physician or a registered nurse, licensed practical nurse, advanced practice registered nurse, or
physician assistant working in conjunction with the physician must contemporaneously review and explain the
images to the woman before the woman gives informed consent to having an abortion procedure performed.

(III) The woman has a right to decline to view and hear the explanation of the live ultrasound images after she
is informed of her right and offered an opportunity to view the images and hear the explanation. If the woman
declines, the woman shall complete a form acknowledging that she was offered an opportunity to view and hear
the explanation of the images but that she declined that opportunity. The form must also indicate that the
woman’s decision was not based on any undue influence from any person to discourage her from viewing the
images or hearing the explanation and that she declined of her own free will.

(IV) Unless requested by the woman, the person performing the ultrasound may not offer the opportunity to
view the images and hear the explanation and the explanation may not be given if, at the time the woman
schedules or arrives for her appointment to obtain an abortion, a copy of a restraining order, police report, medical
record, or other court order or documentation is presented which provides evidence that the woman is obtaining
the abortion because the woman is a victim of rape, incest, domestic violence, or human trafficking or that the
woman has been diagnosed as having a condition that, on the basis of a physician’s good faith clinical judgment,
would create a serious risk of substantial and irreversible impairment of a major bodily function if the woman
delayed terminating her pregnancy.

c. The medical risks to the woman and fetus of carrying the pregnancy to term.

The physician may provide the information required in this subparagraph within 24 hours before the procedure if
requested by the woman at the time she schedules or arrives for her appointment to obtain an abortion and if she
presents to the physician a copy of a restraining order, police report, medical record, or other court order or
documentation evidencing that she is obtaining the abortion because she is a victim of rape, incest, domestic
violence, or human trafficking.

2. Printed materials prepared and provided by the department have been provided to the pregnant woman, if
she chooses to view these materials, including:

a. A description of the fetus, including a description of the various stages of development.
b. A list of entities that offer alternatives to terminating the pregnancy.
c. Detailed information on the availability of medical assistance benefits for prenatal care, childbirth, and

neonatal care.
3. The woman acknowledges in writing, before the termination of pregnancy, that the information required to

be provided under this subsection has been provided.

Nothing in this paragraph is intended to prohibit a physician from providing any additional information which the
physician deems material to the woman’s informed decision to terminate her pregnancy.
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(b) If a medical emergency exists and a physician cannot comply with the requirements for informed consent, a
physician may terminate a pregnancy if he or she has obtained at least one corroborative medical opinion attesting
to the medical necessity for emergency medical procedures and to the fact that to a reasonable degree of medical
certainty the continuation of the pregnancy would threaten the life of the pregnant woman. If a second physician is
not available for a corroborating opinion, the physician may proceed but shall document reasons for the medical
necessity in the patient’s medical records.

(c) Violation of this subsection by a physician constitutes grounds for disciplinary action under s. 458.331 or s.
459.015. Substantial compliance or reasonable belief that complying with the requirements of informed consent
would threaten the life or health of the patient is a defense to any action brought under this paragraph.

(4) STANDARD OF MEDICAL CARE TO BE USED IN THIRD TRIMESTER.—If a termination of pregnancy is performed
in the third trimester, the physician performing the termination of pregnancy must exercise the same degree of
professional skill, care, and diligence to preserve the life and health of the fetus which the physician would be
required to exercise in order to preserve the life and health of a fetus intended to be born and not aborted.
However, if preserving the life and health of the fetus conflicts with preserving the life and health of the pregnant
woman, the physician must consider preserving the woman’s life and health the overriding and superior concern.

(5) PARTIAL-BIRTH ABORTION PROHIBITED; EXCEPTION.—
(a) No physician shall knowingly perform a partial-birth abortion.
(b) A woman upon whom a partial-birth abortion is performed may not be prosecuted under this section for a

conspiracy to violate the provisions of this section.
(c) This subsection shall not apply to a partial-birth abortion that is necessary to save the life of a mother

whose life is endangered by a physical disorder, illness, or injury, provided that no other medical procedure would
suffice for that purpose.

(6) EXPERIMENTATION ON FETUS PROHIBITED; EXCEPTION.—No person shall use any live fetus or live, premature
infant for any type of scientific, research, laboratory, or other kind of experimentation either prior to or
subsequent to any termination of pregnancy procedure except as necessary to protect or preserve the life and
health of such fetus or premature infant.

(7) FETAL REMAINS.—Fetal remains shall be disposed of in a sanitary manner pursuant to s. 381.0098 and rules
adopted thereunder. Failure to dispose of fetal remains in accordance with this subsection is a misdemeanor of the
first degree, punishable as provided in s. 775.082 or s. 775.083.

(8) REFUSAL TO PARTICIPATE IN TERMINATION PROCEDURE.—Nothing in this section shall require any hospital or
any person to participate in the termination of a pregnancy, nor shall any hospital or any person be liable for such
refusal. No person who is a member of, or associated with, the staff of a hospital, nor any employee of a hospital
or physician in which or by whom the termination of a pregnancy has been authorized or performed, who shall
state an objection to such procedure on moral or religious grounds shall be required to participate in the procedure
which will result in the termination of pregnancy. The refusal of any such person or employee to participate shall
not form the basis for any disciplinary or other recriminatory action against such person.

(9) EXCEPTION.—The provisions of this section shall not apply to the performance of a procedure which
terminates a pregnancy in order to deliver a live child.

(10) PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION.—Except as provided in subsections (3), (7), and (12):
(a) Any person who willfully performs, or actively participates in, a termination of pregnancy in violation of the

requirements of this section or s. 390.01112 commits a felony of the third degree, punishable as provided in s.
775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084.

(b) Any person who performs, or actively participates in, a termination of pregnancy in violation of this section
or s. 390.01112 which results in the death of the woman commits a felony of the second degree, punishable as
provided in s. 775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084.

(11) CIVIL ACTION PURSUANT TO PARTIAL-BIRTH ABORTION; RELIEF.—
(a) The father, if married to the mother at the time she receives a partial-birth abortion, and, if the mother

has not attained the age of 18 years at the time she receives a partial-birth abortion, the maternal grandparents of

2
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the fetus may, in a civil action, obtain appropriate relief, unless the pregnancy resulted from the plaintiff’s
criminal conduct or the plaintiff consented to the abortion.

(b) In a civil action under this section, appropriate relief includes:
1. Monetary damages for all injuries, psychological and physical, occasioned by the violation of subsection (5).
2. Damages equal to three times the cost of the partial-birth abortion.
(12) INFANTS BORN ALIVE.—
(a) An infant born alive during or immediately after an attempted abortion is entitled to the same rights,

powers, and privileges as are granted by the laws of this state to any other child born alive in the course of natural
birth.

(b) If an infant is born alive during or immediately after an attempted abortion, any health care practitioner
present at the time shall humanely exercise the same degree of professional skill, care, and diligence to preserve
the life and health of the infant as a reasonably diligent and conscientious health care practitioner would render to
an infant born alive at the same gestational age in the course of natural birth.

(c) An infant born alive during or immediately after an attempted abortion must be immediately transported
and admitted to a hospital pursuant to s. 390.012(3)(c) or rules adopted thereunder.

(d) A health care practitioner or any employee of a hospital, a physician’s office, or an abortion clinic who has
knowledge of a violation of this subsection must report the violation to the department.

(e) A person who violates this subsection commits a felony of the third degree, punishable as provided in s.
775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084. This subsection shall not be construed as a specific provision of law relating to a
particular subject matter that would preclude prosecution of a more general offense, regardless of the penalty.

(f) This subsection does not affirm, deny, expand, or contract any legal status or legal right applicable to any
member of the species Homo sapiens at any point prior to being born alive as defined in s. 390.011.

(13) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Failure to comply with the requirements of this section or s. 390.01112 constitutes
grounds for disciplinary action under each respective practice act and under s. 456.072.

(14) RULES.—The applicable boards, or the department if there is no board, shall adopt rules necessary to
implement the provisions of this section.

(15) USE OF PUBLIC FUNDS RESTRICTED.—A state agency, a local governmental entity, or a managed care plan
providing services under part IV of chapter 409 may not expend funds for the benefit of, pay funds to, or initiate or
renew a contract with an organization that owns, operates, or is affiliated with one or more clinics that are
licensed under this chapter and perform abortions unless one or more of the following applies:

(a) All abortions performed by such clinics are:
1. On fetuses that are conceived through rape or incest; or
2. Are medically necessary to preserve the life of the pregnant woman or to avert a serious risk of substantial

and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman, other than a psychological
condition.

(b) The funds must be expended to fulfill the terms of a contract entered into before July 1, 2016.
(c) The funds must be expended as reimbursement for Medicaid services provided on a fee-for-service basis.
History.—s. 1, ch. 79-302; s. 1, ch. 80-208; s. 6, ch. 88-97; s. 6, ch. 91-223; s. 64, ch. 91-224; s. 694, ch. 95-148; s. 2, ch. 97-151; s. 1,

ch. 98-1; s. 201, ch. 99-13; s. 1, ch. 2011-224; s. 2, ch. 2013-121; s. 2, ch. 2014-137; s. 1, ch. 2015-118; s. 2, ch. 2016-150; s. 20, ch. 2018-
106; s. 1, ch. 2020-147; s. 4, ch. 2022-69; s. 4, ch. 2023-21.

Note.—Section 9, ch. 2023-21, provides that “[e]xcept as otherwise expressly provided in this act and except for this section, which
shall take effect upon this act becoming a law, this act shall take effect 30 days after any of the following occurs: a decision by the Florida
Supreme Court holding that the right to privacy enshrined in s. 23, Article I of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; a
decision by the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood v. State, SC2022-1050, that allows the prohibition on abortions after 15
weeks in s. 390.0111(1), Florida Statutes, to remain in effect, including a decision approving, in whole or in part, the First District Court of
Appeal’s decision under review or a decision discharging jurisdiction; an amendment to the State Constitution clarifying that s. 23, Article I
of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; or a decision from the Florida Supreme Court after March 7, 2023, receding,
in whole or in part, from In re T.W., 551 So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989), North Fla. Women’s Health v. State, 866 So. 2d 612 (Fla. 2003), or
Gainesville Woman Care, LLC v. State, 210 So. 3d 1243 (Fla. 2017).” Effective 30 days after any of these contingencies occur, subsections
(1) and (2), as amended by s. 4, ch. 2023-21, will read:
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(1) TERMINATION AFTER GESTATIONAL AGE OF 6 WEEKS; WHEN ALLOWED.—A physician may not knowingly perform or induce a
termination of pregnancy if the physician determines the gestational age of the fetus is more than 6 weeks unless one of the following
conditions is met:

(a) Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the termination of the pregnancy is necessary to save the
pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant
woman other than a psychological condition.

(b) The physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, there is a medical necessity for legitimate emergency
medical procedures for termination of the pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of imminent substantial and
irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other than a psychological condition, and another
physician is not available for consultation.

(c) The pregnancy has not progressed to the third trimester and two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment,
the fetus has a fatal fetal abnormality.

(d) The pregnancy is the result of rape, incest, or human trafficking and the gestational age of the fetus is not more than 15 weeks as
determined by the physician. At the time the woman schedules or arrives for her appointment to obtain the abortion, she must provide a
copy of a restraining order, police report, medical record, or other court order or documentation providing evidence that she is obtaining
the termination of pregnancy because she is a victim of rape, incest, or human trafficking. If the woman is 18 years of age or older, the
physician must report any known or suspected human trafficking to a local law enforcement agency. If the woman is a minor, the physician
must report the incident of rape, incest, or human trafficking to the central abuse hotline as required by s. 39.201.

(2) IN-PERSON PERFORMANCE BY PHYSICIAN REQUIRED.—Only a physician may perform or induce a termination of pregnancy. A physician
may not use telehealth as defined in s. 456.47 to perform an abortion, including, but not limited to, medical abortions. Any medications
intended for use in a medical abortion must be dispensed in person by a physician and may not be dispensed through the United States
Postal Service or by any other courier or shipping service.

Note.—Section 5, ch. 2014-137, provides:
“Severability and reversion.—
“(1) If any provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity does not affect other

provisions or applications of this act which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions
of this act are severable.

“(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1), if s. 390.01112, Florida Statutes, is held unconstitutional and severed by a court having
jurisdiction, the amendments made by this act to s. 390.011, Florida Statutes, and subsections (4), (10), and (13) of s. 390.0111, Florida
Statutes, will be repealed and will revert to the law as it existed on January 1, 2014.”

Note.—
A. Section 5, ch. 2014-137, provides:
“Severability and reversion.—
“(1) If any provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity does not affect other

provisions or applications of this act which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions
of this act are severable.

“(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1), if s. 390.01112, Florida Statutes, is held unconstitutional and severed by a court having
jurisdiction, the amendments made by this act to s. 390.011, Florida Statutes, and subsections (4), (10), and (13) of s. 390.0111, Florida
Statutes, will be repealed and will revert to the law as it existed on January 1, 2014.”

B. Section 9, ch. 2023-21, provides that “[e]xcept as otherwise expressly provided in this act and except for this section, which shall
take effect upon this act becoming a law, this act shall take effect 30 days after any of the following occurs: a decision by the Florida
Supreme Court holding that the right to privacy enshrined in s. 23, Article I of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; a
decision by the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood v. State, SC2022-1050, that allows the prohibition on abortions after 15
weeks in s. 390.0111(1), Florida Statutes, to remain in effect, including a decision approving, in whole or in part, the First District Court of
Appeal’s decision under review or a decision discharging jurisdiction; an amendment to the State Constitution clarifying that s. 23, Article I
of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; or a decision from the Florida Supreme Court after March 7, 2023, receding,
in whole or in part, from In re T.W., 551 So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989), North Fla. Women’s Health v. State, 866 So. 2d 612 (Fla. 2003), or
Gainesville Woman Care, LLC v. State, 210 So. 3d 1243 (Fla. 2017).” Effective 30 days after any of these contingencies occur, subsections
(10) and (13), as amended by s. 4, ch. 2023-21, will read:

(10) PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION.—Except as provided in subsections (3), (7), and (12):
(a) Any person who willfully performs, or actively participates in, a termination of pregnancy in violation of the requirements of this

section commits a felony of the third degree, punishable as provided in s. 775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084.
(b) Any person who performs, or actively participates in, a termination of pregnancy in violation of this section which results in the

death of the woman commits a felony of the second degree, punishable as provided in s. 775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084.

*  *  *  *  *
(13) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Failure to comply with the requirements of this section constitutes grounds for disciplinary action under each

respective practice act and under s. 456.072.
Note.—Former s. 390.001.

2

3

1
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390.01112 Termination of pregnancies during viability.—
(1) No termination of pregnancy shall be performed on any human being if the physician determines that, in

reasonable medical judgment, the fetus has achieved viability, unless:
(a) Two physicians certify in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, the termination of the pregnancy is

necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious risk of substantial and irreversible physical
impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other than a psychological condition; or

(b) The physician certifies in writing that, in reasonable medical judgment, there is a medical necessity for
legitimate emergency medical procedures for termination of the pregnancy to save the pregnant woman’s life or
avert a serious risk of imminent substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the
pregnant woman other than a psychological condition, and another physician is not available for consultation.

(2) Before performing a termination of pregnancy, a physician must determine if the fetus is viable by, at a
minimum, performing a medical examination of the pregnant woman and, to the maximum extent possible through
reasonably available tests and the ultrasound required under s. 390.0111(3), an examination of the fetus. The
physician must document in the pregnant woman’s medical file the physician’s determination and the method,
equipment, fetal measurements, and any other information used to determine the viability of the fetus.

(3) If a termination of pregnancy is performed during viability, the physician performing the termination of
pregnancy must exercise the same degree of professional skill, care, and diligence to preserve the life and health
of the fetus that the physician would be required to exercise in order to preserve the life and health of a fetus
intended to be born and not aborted. However, if preserving the life and health of the fetus conflicts with
preserving the life and health of the woman, the physician must consider preserving the woman’s life and health
the overriding and superior concern.

History.—s. 3, ch. 2014-137; s. 5, ch. 2023-21.

Note.—
A. Section 5, ch. 2014-137, provides:
“Severability and reversion.—
“(1) If any provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity does not affect other

provisions or applications of this act which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions
of this act are severable.

“(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1), if s. 390.01112, Florida Statutes, is held unconstitutional and severed by a court having
jurisdiction, the amendments made by this act to s. 390.011, Florida Statutes, and subsections (4), (10), and (13) of s. 390.0111, Florida
Statutes, will be repealed and will revert to the law as it existed on January 1, 2014.”

B. Section 9, ch. 2023-21, provides that “[e]xcept as otherwise expressly provided in this act and except for this section, which shall
take effect upon this act becoming a law, this act shall take effect 30 days after any of the following occurs: a decision by the Florida
Supreme Court holding that the right to privacy enshrined in s. 23, Article I of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; a
decision by the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood v. State, SC2022-1050, that allows the prohibition on abortions after 15
weeks in s. 390.0111(1), Florida Statutes, to remain in effect, including a decision approving, in whole or in part, the First District Court of
Appeal’s decision under review or a decision discharging jurisdiction; an amendment to the State Constitution clarifying that s. 23, Article I
of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; or a decision from the Florida Supreme Court after March 7, 2023, receding,
in whole or in part, from In re T.W., 551 So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989), North Fla. Women’s Health v. State, 866 So. 2d 612 (Fla. 2003), or
Gainesville Woman Care, LLC v. State, 210 So. 3d 1243 (Fla. 2017).” Effective 30 days after any of these contingencies occur, s. 390.01112
is repealed by s. 5, ch. 2023-21.

390.01114 Parental Notice of and Consent for Abortion Act.—
(1) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited as the “Parental Notice of and Consent for Abortion Act.”
(2) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, the term:
(a) “Actual notice” means notice that is given directly, in person or by telephone, to a parent or legal guardian

of a minor, by a physician, at least 48 hours before the inducement or performance of a termination of pregnancy,
and documented in the minor’s files.

(b) “Child abuse” means abandonment, abuse, harm, mental injury, neglect, physical injury, or sexual abuse of
a child as those terms are defined in ss. 39.01, 827.04, and 984.03.

(c) “Constructive notice” means notice that is given in writing, signed by the physician, and mailed at least 72
hours before the inducement or performance of the termination of pregnancy, to the last known address of the

1

1



10/3/23, 1:02 PM Statutes & Constitution :View Statutes : Online Sunshine

www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0300-0399/0390/0390.html 8/17

parent or legal guardian of the minor, by first-class mail and by certified mail, return receipt requested, and
delivery restricted to the parent or legal guardian. After the 72 hours have passed, delivery is deemed to have
occurred.

(d) “Medical emergency” means a condition that, on the basis of a physician’s good faith clinical judgment, so
complicates the medical condition of a pregnant woman as to necessitate the immediate termination of her
pregnancy to avert her death, or for which a delay in the termination of her pregnancy will create serious risk of
substantial and irreversible impairment of a major bodily function.

(e) “Sexual abuse” has the meaning ascribed in s. 39.01.
(f) “Minor” means a person under the age of 18 years.
(3) TERMINATION OF THE PREGNANCY OF A MINOR.—A physician may not perform or induce the termination of a

pregnancy of a minor unless the physician has complied with the notice and consent requirements of this section.
(4) NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—
(a) Actual notice shall be provided by the physician performing or inducing the termination of pregnancy before

the performance or inducement of the termination of the pregnancy of a minor. The notice may be given by a
referring physician. The physician who performs or induces the termination of pregnancy must receive the written
statement of the referring physician certifying that the referring physician has given notice. If actual notice is not
possible after a reasonable effort has been made, the physician performing or inducing the termination of
pregnancy or the referring physician must give constructive notice. Notice given under this subsection by the
physician performing or inducing the termination of pregnancy must include the name and address of the facility
providing the termination of pregnancy and the name of the physician providing notice. Notice given under this
subsection by a referring physician must include the name and address of the facility where he or she is referring
the minor and the name of the physician providing notice. If actual notice is provided by telephone, the physician
must actually speak with the parent or guardian, and must record in the minor’s medical file the name of the
parent or guardian provided notice, the phone number dialed, and the date and time of the call. If constructive
notice is given, the physician must document that notice by placing copies of any document related to the
constructive notice, including, but not limited to, a copy of the letter and the return receipt, in the minor’s
medical file. Actual notice given by telephone shall be confirmed in writing, signed by the physician, and mailed to
the last known address of the parent or legal guardian of the minor, by first-class mail and by certified mail, return
receipt requested, with delivery restricted to the parent or legal guardian.

(b) Notice is not required if:
1. In the physician’s good faith clinical judgment, a medical emergency exists and there is insufficient time for

the attending physician to comply with the notification requirements. If a medical emergency exists, the physician
shall make reasonable attempts, whenever possible, without endangering the minor, to contact the parent or legal
guardian, and may proceed, but must document reasons for the medical necessity in the patient’s medical records.
The physician shall provide notice directly, in person or by telephone, to the parent or legal guardian, including
details of the medical emergency and any additional risks to the minor. If the parent or legal guardian has not been
notified within 24 hours after the termination of the pregnancy, the physician shall provide notice in writing,
including details of the medical emergency and any additional risks to the minor, signed by the physician, to the
last known address of the parent or legal guardian of the minor, by first-class mail and by certified mail, return
receipt requested, with delivery restricted to the parent or legal guardian;

2. Notice is waived in writing by the person who is entitled to notice and such waiver is notarized, dated not
more than 30 days before the termination of pregnancy, and contains a specific waiver of the right of the parent or
legal guardian to notice of the minor’s termination of pregnancy;

3. Notice is waived by the minor who is or has been married or has had the disability of nonage removed under
s. 743.015 or a similar statute of another state;

4. Notice is waived by the patient because the patient has a minor child dependent on her; or
5. Notice is waived under subsection (6).
(c) Violation of this subsection by a physician constitutes grounds for disciplinary action under s. 458.331 or s.

459.015.
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(5) PARENTAL CONSENT REQUIRED.—
(a) A physician must obtain written consent from a parent or legal guardian before performing or inducing the

termination of a pregnancy of a minor.
1. The consenting parent or legal guardian shall provide to the physician a copy of a government-issued proof

of identification. The parent or legal guardian shall certify in a signed, dated, and notarized document, initialed on
each page, that he or she consents to the termination of the pregnancy of the minor. The document must include
the following statement, which must precede the signature of the parent or guardian: “I,   (insert name of parent or legal

guardian)  , am the   (select “parent” or “legal guardian,” as appropriate)   of   (insert name of minor)   and give consent for   (insert name of

physician)   to perform or induce a termination of pregnancy on her. Under penalties of perjury, I declare that I have
read the foregoing statement and that the facts stated in it are true.” A copy of the parent’s or legal guardian’s
government-issued proof of identification must be attached to the notarized document.

2. The physician shall keep a copy of the proof of identification of the parent or legal guardian and the
certified statement in the medical file of the minor for 5 years after the minor reaches the age of 18 years, but in
no event less than 7 years.

3. A physician receiving consent from a parent or guardian under this section shall execute for inclusion in the
medical record of the minor an affidavit stating: “I,   (insert name of physician)  , certify that, according to my best
information and belief, a reasonable person under similar circumstances would rely on the information presented
by both the minor and her parent or legal guardian as sufficient evidence of identity.”

(b) The consent of a parent or guardian is not required if:
1. Notification is not required as provided in subparagraph (4)(b)1., subparagraph (4)(b)3., subparagraph (4)

(b)4., or subparagraph (4)(b)5.;
2. Notification is not required due to the existence of a waiver as provided in subparagraph (4)(b)2., if that

waiver is signed by the minor’s parent or legal guardian, is notarized, is dated within 30 days before the
termination of the pregnancy, contains a specific waiver of the right of the parent or legal guardian to consent to
the minor’s termination of pregnancy, and a copy of the parent’s or legal guardian’s government-issued proof of
identification is attached to the waiver;

3. Consent is waived under subsection (6); or
4. In the physician’s good faith clinical judgment, a medical emergency exists and there is insufficient time for

the attending physician to comply with the consent requirement. If a medical emergency exists, the physician must
make reasonable attempts, whenever possible, and without endangering the minor, to contact the parent or legal
guardian of the minor, and may proceed, but must document reasons for the medical necessity in the minor
patient’s medical records. The physician shall inform the parent or legal guardian, in person or by telephone,
within 24 hours after the termination of the pregnancy of the minor, including details of the medical emergency
that necessitated the termination of the pregnancy without the parent’s or legal guardian’s consent. The physician
shall also provide this information in writing to the parent or legal guardian at his or her last known address, by
first-class mail or by certified mail, return receipt requested, with delivery restricted to the parent or legal
guardian.

(c)1. A physician who intentionally or recklessly performs or induces, or attempts to perform or induce, a
termination of a pregnancy of a minor without obtaining the required consent pursuant to this subsection commits
a felony of the third degree, punishable as provided in s. 775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084. A penalty may not be
assessed against the minor upon whom a termination of pregnancy is performed or induced or upon whom a
termination of pregnancy is attempted to be performed or induced.

2. It is a defense to prosecution that a minor misrepresented her age or identity to a physician by displaying a
driver license or identification card issued by the state or another state which indicated that the minor was 18
years of age or older and that the appearance of the minor was such that a reasonably prudent person would
believe that the minor was not under 18 years of age. To use the defense, a physician must provide a copy of the
driver license or identification card used by the minor. The defense does not apply if the physician is shown to have
had independent knowledge of the minor’s actual age or identity or to have failed to use due diligence in
determining the minor’s age or identity.
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(6) PROCEDURE FOR JUDICIAL WAIVER.—
(a) A minor may petition any circuit court in which the minor resides for a waiver of the requirements of this

section and may participate in proceedings on her own behalf. The petition may be filed under a pseudonym or
through the use of initials, as provided by court rule. The petition must include a statement that the petitioner is
pregnant and that the requirements of this section have not been waived. The court shall advise the minor that she
has a right to court-appointed counsel at no cost to the minor. The court shall, upon request, provide counsel for
the minor at least 24 hours before the court proceeding.

(b)1. Court proceedings under this section must be given precedence over other pending matters to the extent
necessary to ensure that the court reaches a decision promptly. The court shall rule, and issue written findings of
fact and conclusions of law, within 3 business days after the petition is filed, except that the 3-business-day
limitation may be extended at the request of the minor. If the court fails to rule within the 3-business-day period
and an extension has not been requested, the minor may immediately petition for a hearing upon the expiration of
the 3-business-day period to the chief judge of the circuit, who must ensure a hearing is held within 48 hours after
receipt of the minor’s petition and an order is entered within 24 hours after the hearing.

2. If the circuit court does not grant judicial waiver of the requirements of this section, the minor has the right
to appeal. An appellate court must rule within 7 days after receipt of appeal, but a ruling may be remanded with
further instruction for a ruling within 3 business days after the remand. The reason for overturning a ruling on
appeal must be based on abuse of discretion by the court and may not be based on the weight of the evidence
presented to the circuit court since the proceeding is a nonadversarial proceeding.

(c) If the court finds, by clear and convincing evidence, that the minor is sufficiently mature to decide whether
to terminate her pregnancy, the court shall issue an order authorizing the minor to consent to the performance or
inducement of a termination of the pregnancy. If the court does not make the finding specified in this paragraph or
paragraph (d), it must dismiss the petition. Factors the court shall consider include:

1. The minor’s:
a. Age.
b. Overall intelligence.
c. Emotional development and stability.
d. Credibility and demeanor as a witness.
e. Ability to accept responsibility.
f. Ability to assess both the immediate and long-range consequences of the minor’s choices.
g. Ability to understand and explain the medical risks of terminating her pregnancy and to apply that

understanding to her decision.
2. Whether there may be any undue influence by another on the minor’s decision to have an abortion.
(d) If the court finds, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the petitioner is the victim of child abuse or

sexual abuse inflicted by one or both of her parents or her guardian, or by clear and convincing evidence that the
requirements of this section are not in the best interest of the petitioner, the court shall issue an order authorizing
the minor to consent to the performance or inducement of a termination of the pregnancy. The best-interest
standard does not include financial best interest or financial considerations or the potential financial impact on the
minor or the minor’s family if the minor does not terminate the pregnancy. If the court finds evidence of child
abuse or sexual abuse of the minor petitioner by any person, the court shall report the evidence of child abuse or
sexual abuse of the petitioner, as provided in s. 39.201. If the court does not make the finding specified in this
paragraph or paragraph (c), it must dismiss the petition.

(e) A court that conducts proceedings under this section shall:
1. Provide for a written transcript of all testimony and proceedings;
2. Issue a final written order containing factual findings and legal conclusions supporting its decision, including

factual findings and legal conclusions relating to the maturity of the minor as provided under paragraph (c); and
3. Order that a confidential record be maintained, as required under s. 390.01116.
(f) All hearings under this section, including appeals, shall remain confidential and closed to the public, as

provided by court rule. Subject to a judge’s availability as required under s. 26.20, hearings held under this section
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must be held in chambers or in a similarly private and informal setting within the courthouse.
(g) An expedited appeal shall be made available, as the Supreme Court provides by rule, to any minor to whom

the circuit court denies a waiver of the requirements of this section. An order authorizing a termination of
pregnancy under this subsection is not subject to appeal.

(h) Filing fees or court costs may not be required of any pregnant minor who petitions a court for a waiver of
the requirements of this section at either the trial or the appellate level.

(i) A county is not obligated to pay the salaries, costs, or expenses of any counsel appointed by the court under
this subsection.

(7) PROCEEDINGS.—The Supreme Court is requested to adopt rules and forms for petitions to ensure that
proceedings under subsection (6) are handled expeditiously and in a manner consistent with this act. The Supreme
Court is also requested to adopt rules to ensure that the hearings protect the minor’s confidentiality and the
confidentiality of the proceedings.

(8) REPORT.—The Supreme Court, through the Office of the State Courts Administrator, shall report by February
1 of each year to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives on
the number of petitions filed under subsection (6) for the preceding year, and the timing and manner of disposal of
such petitions by each circuit court. For each petition resulting in a waiver of the requirements of this section, the
reason for the waiver shall be included in the report.

History.—s. 2, ch. 2005-52; s. 43, ch. 2006-1; s. 47, ch. 2011-213; s. 1, ch. 2011-227; s. 2, ch. 2020-147.

390.01116 Public records exemptions; minors seeking waiver of notice requirements.—Any information
that can be used to identify a minor petitioning a circuit court for a judicial waiver, as provided in s. 390.01114, of
the notice requirements under the Parental Notice of Abortion Act is:

(1) Confidential and exempt from s. 24(a), Art. I of the State Constitution if held by a circuit court or an
appellate court.

(2) Confidential and exempt from s. 119.07(1) and s. 24(a), Art. I of the State Constitution if held by the office
of criminal conflict and civil regional counsel or the Justice Administrative Commission.

History.—s. 1, ch. 99-321; ss. 1, 2, ch. 2005-104; ss. 1, 3, ch. 2010-41; s. 1, ch. 2015-74.

390.01118 Public records exemptions; minors seeking waiver of consent requirements.—Any information
that can be used to identify a minor who is petitioning a circuit court for a judicial waiver, as provided in s.
390.01114, of the consent requirements under the Parental Notice of and Consent for Abortion Act is:

(1) Confidential and exempt from s. 24(a), Art. I of the State Constitution, if held by a circuit court or an
appellate court.

(2) Confidential and exempt from s. 119.07(1) and s. 24(a), Art. I of the State Constitution, if held by the office
of criminal conflict and civil regional counsel or the Justice Administrative Commission.

This section is subject to the Open Government Sunset Review Act in accordance with s. 119.15 and shall stand
repealed on October 2, 2025, unless reviewed and saved from repeal through reenactment by the Legislature.

History.—s. 1, ch. 2020-148.

390.0112 Termination of pregnancies; reporting.—
(1) The director of any medical facility in which abortions are performed, including surgical procedures and

medical abortions, shall submit a report each month to the agency. If the abortion is not performed in a medical
facility, the physician performing the abortion shall submit the monthly report. The report must be submitted
electronically on a form adopted by the agency, the Board of Medicine, and the Board of Osteopathic Medicine
which may not include personal identifying information and must include:

(a) The number of abortions performed.
(b) The reasons such abortions were performed. If a woman upon whom an abortion is performed has provided

evidence that she is a victim of human trafficking pursuant to s. 390.0111(3)(a)1.b.(IV), such reason must be
included in the information reported under this section.
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(c) For each abortion, the period of gestation at the time the abortion was performed.
(d) The number of infants born alive or alive immediately after an attempted abortion.
(e) Information consistent with the United States Standard Report of Induced Termination of Pregnancy adopted

by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
(f) The number of medication abortion regimens prescribed or dispensed.
(2) The agency shall keep such reports in a central location for the purpose of compiling and analyzing

statistical data and shall submit data reported pursuant to paragraph (1)(e) to the Division of Reproductive Health
within the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, as requested by the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention.

(3) Reports submitted pursuant to this section shall be confidential and exempt from the provisions of s.
119.07(1) and shall not be revealed except upon the order of a court of competent jurisdiction in a civil or criminal
proceeding.

(4) Any person required under this section to file a report or keep any records who willfully fails to file such
report or keep such records may be subject to a $200 fine for each violation. The agency shall be required to
impose such fines when reports or records required under this section have not been timely received. For purposes
of this section, timely received is defined as 30 days following the preceding month.

History.—s. 2, ch. 79-302; s. 1, ch. 90-336; s. 191, ch. 97-101; s. 3, ch. 97-151; s. 2, ch. 98-1; s. 78, ch. 99-8; s. 202, ch. 99-13; s. 3, ch.
2013-121; s. 3, ch. 2016-150; s. 5, ch. 2022-69.

Note.—Former s. 390.002.

390.012 Powers of agency; rules; disposal of fetal remains.—
(1) The agency may develop and enforce rules pursuant to ss. 390.011-390.018 and part II of chapter 408 for

the health, care, and treatment of persons in abortion clinics and for the safe operation of such clinics.
(a) The rules shall be reasonably related to the preservation of maternal health of the clients.
(b) The rules shall be in accordance with s. 797.03 and may not impose an unconstitutional burden on a

woman’s freedom to decide whether to terminate her pregnancy.
(c) The rules shall provide for:
1. The performance of pregnancy termination procedures only by a licensed physician.
2. The making, protection, and preservation of patient records, which shall be treated as medical records

under chapter 458. When performing a license inspection of a clinic, the agency shall inspect at least 50 percent of
patient records generated since the clinic’s last license inspection.

3. Annual inspections by the agency of all clinics licensed under this chapter to ensure that such clinics are in
compliance with this chapter and agency rules.

4. The prompt investigation of credible allegations of abortions being performed at a clinic that is not licensed
to perform such procedures.

(2) For clinics that perform abortions in the first trimester of pregnancy only, these rules must be comparable
to rules that apply to all surgical procedures requiring approximately the same degree of skill and care as the
performance of first trimester abortions and must require:

(a) Clinics to have a written patient transfer agreement with a hospital within reasonable proximity to the
clinic which includes the transfer of the patient’s medical records held by the clinic and the treating physician to
the licensed hospital; or

(b) Physicians who perform abortions at the clinic to have admitting privileges at a hospital within reasonable
proximity to the clinic.

(3) For clinics that perform or claim to perform abortions after the first trimester of pregnancy, the agency
shall adopt rules pursuant to ss. 120.536(1) and 120.54 to implement the provisions of this chapter, including the
following:

(a) Rules for an abortion clinic’s physical facilities. At a minimum, these rules shall prescribe standards for:
1. Adequate private space that is specifically designated for interviewing, counseling, and medical evaluations.
2. Dressing rooms for staff and patients.

1
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3. Appropriate lavatory areas.
4. Areas for preprocedure hand washing.
5. Private procedure rooms.
6. Adequate lighting and ventilation for abortion procedures.
7. Surgical or gynecological examination tables and other fixed equipment.
8. Postprocedure recovery rooms that are equipped to meet the patients’ needs.
9. Emergency exits to accommodate a stretcher or gurney.
10. Areas for cleaning and sterilizing instruments.
11. Adequate areas for the secure storage of medical records and necessary equipment and supplies.
12. The display in the abortion clinic, in a place that is conspicuous to all patients, of the clinic’s current

license issued by the agency.
(b) Rules to prescribe abortion clinic supplies and equipment standards, including supplies and equipment that

are required to be immediately available for use or in an emergency. At a minimum, these rules shall:
1. Prescribe required clean and sterilized equipment and supplies, including medications, required for the

conduct, in an appropriate fashion, of any abortion procedure that the medical staff of the clinic anticipates
performing and for monitoring the progress of each patient throughout the procedure and recovery period.

2. Prescribe required equipment, supplies, and medications that shall be available and ready for immediate use
in an emergency and requirements for written protocols and procedures to be followed by staff in an emergency,
such as the loss of electrical power.

3. Prescribe equipment and supplies for required laboratory tests and requirements for protocols to calibrate
and maintain laboratory equipment or equipment operated by clinic staff at the abortion clinic.

4. Require ultrasound equipment.
5. Require that all equipment is safe for the patient and the staff, meets applicable federal standards, and is

checked annually to ensure safety and appropriate calibration.
(c) Rules relating to abortion clinic personnel. At a minimum, these rules shall require that:
1. The abortion clinic designate a medical director who is licensed to practice medicine in this state, and all

physicians who perform abortions in the clinic have admitting privileges at a hospital within reasonable proximity
to the clinic, unless the clinic has a written patient transfer agreement with a hospital within reasonable proximity
to the clinic which includes the transfer of the patient’s medical records held by both the clinic and the treating
physician.

2. If a physician is not present after an abortion is performed, a registered nurse, licensed practical nurse,
advanced practice registered nurse, or physician assistant be present and remain at the clinic to provide
postoperative monitoring and care until the patient is discharged.

3. Surgical assistants receive training in counseling, patient advocacy, and the specific responsibilities
associated with the services the surgical assistants provide.

4. Volunteers receive training in the specific responsibilities associated with the services the volunteers
provide, including counseling and patient advocacy as provided in the rules adopted by the director for different
types of volunteers based on their responsibilities.

(d) Rules relating to the medical screening and evaluation of each abortion clinic patient. At a minimum, these
rules shall require:

1. A medical history including reported allergies to medications, antiseptic solutions, or latex; past surgeries;
and an obstetric and gynecological history.

2. A physical examination, including a bimanual examination estimating uterine size and palpation of the
adnexa.

3. The appropriate laboratory tests, including:
a. Urine or blood tests for pregnancy performed before the abortion procedure.
b. A test for anemia.
c. Rh typing, unless reliable written documentation of blood type is available.
d. Other tests as indicated from the physical examination.
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4. An ultrasound evaluation for all patients. The rules shall require that if a person who is not a physician
performs an ultrasound examination, that person shall have documented evidence that he or she has completed a
course in the operation of ultrasound equipment as prescribed in rule. The rules shall require clinics to be in
compliance with s. 390.0111.

5. That the physician is responsible for estimating the gestational age of the fetus based on the ultrasound
examination and obstetric standards in keeping with established standards of care regarding the estimation of fetal
age as defined in rule and shall write the estimate in the patient’s medical history. The physician shall keep original
prints of each ultrasound examination of a patient in the patient’s medical history file.

(e) Rules relating to the abortion procedure. At a minimum, these rules shall require:
1. That a physician, registered nurse, licensed practical nurse, advanced practice registered nurse, or physician

assistant is available to all patients throughout the abortion procedure.
2. Standards for the safe conduct of abortion procedures that conform to obstetric standards in keeping with

established standards of care regarding the estimation of fetal age as defined in rule.
3. Appropriate use of general and local anesthesia, analgesia, and sedation if ordered by the physician.
4. Appropriate precautions, such as the establishment of intravenous access at least for patients undergoing

post-first trimester abortions.
5. Appropriate monitoring of the vital signs and other defined signs and markers of the patient’s status

throughout the abortion procedure and during the recovery period until the patient’s condition is deemed to be
stable in the recovery room.

(f) Rules that prescribe minimum recovery room standards. At a minimum, these rules must require that:
1. Postprocedure recovery rooms be supervised and staffed to meet the patients’ needs.
2. Immediate postprocedure care consist of observation in a supervised recovery room for as long as the

patient’s condition warrants.
3. A registered nurse, licensed practical nurse, advanced practice registered nurse, or physician assistant who

is trained in the management of the recovery area and is capable of providing basic cardiopulmonary resuscitation
and related emergency procedures remain on the premises of the abortion clinic until all patients are discharged.

4. A physician sign the discharge order and be readily accessible and available until the last patient is
discharged to facilitate the transfer of emergency cases if hospitalization of the patient or viable fetus is
necessary.

5. A physician discuss Rho(D) immune globulin with each patient for whom it is indicated and ensure that it is
offered to the patient in the immediate postoperative period or will be available to her within 72 hours after
completion of the abortion procedure. If the patient refuses the Rho(D) immune globulin, she and a witness must
sign a refusal form approved by the agency which must be included in the medical record.

6. Written instructions with regard to postabortion coitus, signs of possible problems, and general aftercare
which are specific to the patient be given to each patient. The instructions must include information regarding
access to medical care for complications, including a telephone number for use in the event of a medical
emergency.

7. A minimum length of time be specified, by type of abortion procedure and duration of gestation, during
which a patient must remain in the recovery room.

8. The physician ensure that, with the patient’s consent, a registered nurse, licensed practical nurse, advanced
practice registered nurse, or physician assistant from the abortion clinic makes a good faith effort to contact the
patient by telephone within 24 hours after surgery to assess the patient’s recovery.

9. Equipment and services be readily accessible to provide appropriate emergency resuscitative and life
support procedures pending the transfer of the patient or viable fetus to the hospital.

(g) Rules that prescribe standards for followup care. At a minimum, these rules shall require that:
1. A postabortion medical visit that includes a medical examination and a review of the results of all laboratory

tests is offered.
2. A urine pregnancy test is obtained at the time of the followup visit to rule out continuing pregnancy.
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3. If a continuing pregnancy is suspected, the patient shall be evaluated and a physician who performs
abortions shall be consulted.

(h) Rules to prescribe minimum abortion clinic incident reporting. At a minimum, these rules shall require that:
1. The abortion clinic records each incident that results in serious injury to a patient or a viable fetus at an

abortion clinic and shall report an incident in writing to the agency within 10 days after the incident occurs. For
the purposes of this paragraph, “serious injury” means an injury that occurs at an abortion clinic and that creates a
serious risk of substantial impairment of a major bodily organ.

2. If a patient’s death occurs, other than a fetal death properly reported pursuant to law, the abortion clinic
reports it to the department not later than the next department workday.

(4) The rules adopted pursuant to this section shall not limit the ability of a physician to advise a patient on
any health issue.

(5) The provisions of this section and the rules adopted pursuant hereto shall be in addition to any other laws,
rules, and regulations which are applicable to facilities defined as abortion clinics under this section.

(6) The agency may adopt and enforce rules, in the interest of protecting the public health, to ensure the
prompt and proper disposal of fetal remains and tissue resulting from pregnancy termination.

(7) If an owner, operator, or employee of an abortion clinic fails to dispose of fetal remains and tissue in a
sanitary manner pursuant to s. 381.0098, rules adopted thereunder, and rules adopted by the agency pursuant to
this section, the license of such clinic may be suspended or revoked, and such person commits a misdemeanor of
the first degree, punishable as provided in s. 775.082 or s. 775.083.

(8) Beginning February 1, 2017, and annually thereafter, the agency shall submit a report to the President of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives which summarizes all regulatory actions taken during
the prior year by the agency under this chapter.

History.—s. 2, ch. 78-382; s. 1, ch. 80-413; s. 1, ch. 86-286; ss. 1, 4, 5, ch. 88-97; s. 65, ch. 91-224; s. 4, ch. 91-429; s. 5, ch. 97-151; s.
2, ch. 2005-95; s. 15, ch. 2007-230; s. 96, ch. 2008-4; s. 2, ch. 2011-224; s. 2, ch. 2015-118; s. 4, ch. 2016-150; s. 21, ch. 2018-106; s. 6,
ch. 2023-21.

Note.—Section 9, ch. 2023-21, provides that “[e]xcept as otherwise expressly provided in this act and except for this section, which
shall take effect upon this act becoming a law, this act shall take effect 30 days after any of the following occurs: a decision by the Florida
Supreme Court holding that the right to privacy enshrined in s. 23, Article I of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; a
decision by the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood v. State, SC2022-1050, that allows the prohibition on abortions after 15
weeks in s. 390.0111(1), Florida Statutes, to remain in effect, including a decision approving, in whole or in part, the First District Court of
Appeal’s decision under review or a decision discharging jurisdiction; an amendment to the State Constitution clarifying that s. 23, Article I
of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; or a decision from the Florida Supreme Court after March 7, 2023, receding,
in whole or in part, from In re T.W., 551 So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989), North Fla. Women’s Health v. State, 866 So. 2d 612 (Fla. 2003), or
Gainesville Woman Care, LLC v. State, 210 So. 3d 1243 (Fla. 2017).” Effective 30 days after any of these contingencies occur, subsection
(1), as amended by s. 6, ch. 2023-21, will read:

(1) The agency may develop and enforce rules pursuant to ss. 390.011-390.018 and part II of chapter 408 for the health, care, and
treatment of persons in abortion clinics and for the safe operation of such clinics. The rules must be reasonably related to the preservation
of maternal health of the clients and must provide for:

(a) The performance of pregnancy termination procedures only by a licensed physician.
(b) The making, protection, and preservation of patient records, which must be treated as medical records under chapter 458. When

performing a license inspection of a clinic, the agency shall inspect at least 50 percent of patient records generated since the clinic’s last
license inspection.

(c) Annual inspections by the agency of all clinics licensed under this chapter to ensure that such clinics are in compliance with this
chapter and agency rules.

(d) The prompt investigation of credible allegations of abortions being performed at a clinic that is not licensed to perform such
procedures.

390.014 Licenses; fees.—
(1) The requirements of part II of chapter 408 shall apply to the provision of services that require licensure

pursuant to ss. 390.011-390.018 and part II of chapter 408 and to entities licensed by or applying for such licensure
from the Agency for Health Care Administration pursuant to ss. 390.011-390.018. A license issued by the agency is
required in order to operate a clinic in this state.

1
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(2) A separate license shall be required for each clinic maintained on separate premises, even though it is
operated by the same management as another clinic; but a separate license shall not be required for separate
buildings on the same premises.

(3) In accordance with s. 408.805, an applicant or licensee shall pay a fee for each license application
submitted under this chapter and part II of chapter 408. The amount of the fee shall be established by rule and
may not be more than required to pay for the costs incurred by the agency in administering this chapter.

(4) Counties and municipalities applying for licenses under this act shall be exempt from the payment of the
license fees.

History.—s. 4, ch. 78-382; s. 1, ch. 86-286; ss. 4, 5, ch. 88-97; s. 5, ch. 91-282; s. 4, ch. 91-429; s. 6, ch. 97-151; s. 17, ch. 2007-230; s.
97, ch. 2008-4; s. 5, ch. 2016-150.

390.015 Application for license.—In addition to the requirements of part II of chapter 408, an application
for a license to operate an abortion clinic shall be made to the agency and must include the location of the clinic
for which application is made and a statement that local zoning ordinances permit such location.

History.—s. 5, ch. 78-382; s. 1, ch. 86-286; ss. 4, 5, ch. 88-97; s. 4, ch. 91-429; s. 7, ch. 97-151; ss. 21, 71, ch. 98-171; s. 61, ch. 2000-
349; s. 25, ch. 2001-53; s. 2, ch. 2001-67; s. 148, ch. 2001-277; s. 41, ch. 2004-267; s. 18, ch. 2007-230.

390.018 Administrative fine.—In addition to the requirements of part II of chapter 408, the agency may
impose a fine upon the clinic in an amount not to exceed $1,000 for each violation of any provision of this chapter,
part II of chapter 408, or applicable rules.

History.—s. 8, ch. 78-382; s. 1, ch. 86-286; ss. 4, 5, ch. 88-97; s. 4, ch. 91-429; s. 10, ch. 97-151; s. 21, ch. 2007-230; s. 98, ch. 2008-4.

390.025 Abortion referral or counseling agencies; penalties.—
(1) As used in this section, an “abortion referral or counseling agency” is any person, group, or organization,

whether funded publicly or privately, that provides advice or help to persons in obtaining abortions.
(2) An abortion referral or counseling agency, before making a referral or aiding a person in obtaining an

abortion, shall furnish such person with a full and detailed explanation of abortion, including the effects of and
alternatives to abortion. If the person advised is a minor, a good faith effort shall be made by the referral or
counseling agency to furnish such information to the parents or guardian of the minor. No abortion referral or
counseling agency shall charge or accept any fee, kickback, or compensation of any nature from a physician,
hospital, clinic, or other medical facility for referring a person thereto for an abortion.

(3) An abortion referral or counseling agency, as defined in subsection (1), shall register with the Agency for
Health Care Administration. To register or renew a registration an applicant must pay an initial or renewal
registration fee established by rule, which must not exceed the costs incurred by the agency in administering this
section. Registrants must include in any advertising materials the registration number issued by the agency and
must renew their registration biennially.

(4) The following are exempt from the requirement to register pursuant to subsection (3):
(a) Facilities licensed pursuant to this chapter, chapter 395, chapter 400, or chapter 408;
(b) Facilities that are exempt from licensure as a clinic under s. 400.9905(4) and that refer five or fewer

patients for abortions per month; and
(c) Health care practitioners, as defined in s. 456.001, who, in the course of their practice outside of a facility

licensed pursuant to this chapter, chapter 395, chapter 400, or chapter 408, refer five or fewer patients for
abortions each month.

(5) The agency shall adopt rules to administer this section and part II of chapter 408.
(6) Any person who violates the provisions of subsection (2) commits a misdemeanor of the first degree,

punishable as provided in s. 775.082 or s. 775.083. In addition to any other penalties imposed pursuant to this
chapter, the Agency for Health Care Administration may assess costs related to an investigation of violations of this
section which results in a successful prosecution. Such costs may not include attorney fees.

History.—s. 1, ch. 79-302; s. 66, ch. 91-224; s. 6, ch. 2016-150.
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SECTION 31
Prohibited use of state funds; travel
to another state for purpose of
abortion services.

1286.31 Prohibited use of state funds; travel to another state for purpose of abortion services.—
(1) As used in this section, the term:
(a) “Educational institution” means public institutions under the control of a district school board, a charter

school, a state university, a developmental research school, a Florida College System institution, the Florida School for
the Deaf and the Blind, the Florida Virtual School, private school readiness programs, voluntary prekindergarten
programs, private K-12 schools, and private colleges and universities.

(b) “Governmental entity” means the state or any political subdivision thereof, including the executive, legislative,
and judicial branches of government; the independent establishments of the state, counties, municipalities, districts,
authorities, boards, or commissions; and any agencies that are subject to this chapter.

(2) Any person, governmental entity, or educational institution may not expend state funds as defined in s. 215.31
in any manner for a person to travel to another state to receive services that are intended to support an abortion as
defined in s. 390.011, unless:

(a) The person, governmental entity, or educational institution is required by federal law to expend state funds for
such a purpose; or

(b) There is a medical necessity for legitimate emergency medical procedures for termination of the pregnancy to
save the pregnant woman’s life or to avert a serious risk of imminent substantial and irreversible physical impairment
of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other than a psychological condition.

History.—s. 2, ch. 2023-21.
1Note.—Section 9, ch. 2023-21, provides that “[e]xcept as otherwise expressly provided in this act and except for this section, which shall

take effect upon this act becoming a law, this act shall take effect 30 days after any of the following occurs: a decision by the Florida Supreme

Court holding that the right to privacy enshrined in s. 23, Article I of the State Constitution does not include a right to abortion; a decision by

the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood v. State, SC2022-1050, that allows the prohibition on abortions after 15 weeks in s. 390.0111(1),

Florida Statutes, to remain in effect, including a decision approving, in whole or in part, the First District Court of Appeal’s decision under

review or a decision discharging jurisdiction; an amendment to the State Constitution clarifying that s. 23, Article I of the State Constitution

does not include a right to abortion; or a decision from the Florida Supreme Court after March 7, 2023, receding, in whole or in part, from In re

T.W., 551 So. 2d 1186 (Fla. 1989), North Fla. Women’s Health v. State, 866 So. 2d 612 (Fla. 2003), or Gainesville Woman Care, LLC v. State, 210 So. 3d

1243 (Fla. 2017).”

Disclaimer: The information on this system is unverified. The journals or printed bills of the respective chambers
should be consulted for official purposes.
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SECTION 161
Referenda; ballots.

101.161 Referenda; ballots.—
(1) Whenever a constitutional amendment or other public measure is submi�ed to the vote of the people, a ballot

summary of such amendment or other public measure shall be printed in clear and unambiguous language on the
ballot after the list of candidates, followed by the word “yes” and also by the word “no,” and shall be styled in such a
manner that a “yes” vote will indicate approval of the proposal and a “no” vote will indicate rejection. The ballot
summary of the amendment or other public measure and the ballot title to appear on the ballot shall be embodied in
the constitutional revision commission proposal, constitutional convention proposal, taxation and budget reform
commission proposal, or enabling resolution or ordinance. The ballot summary of the amendment or other public
measure shall be an explanatory statement, not exceeding 75 words in length, of the chief purpose of the measure. In
addition, for every constitutional amendment proposed by initiative, the ballot shall include, following the ballot
summary, in the following order:

(a) A separate financial impact statement concerning the measure prepared by the Financial Impact Estimating
Conference in accordance with s. 100.371(13).

(b) If the financial impact statement projects a net negative impact on the state budget, the following statement in
bold print:

THIS PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT IS ESTIMATED TO HAVE A NET NEGATIVE IMPACT ON
THE STATE BUDGET. THIS IMPACT MAY RESULT IN HIGHER TAXES OR A LOSS OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES
IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN A BALANCED STATE BUDGET AS REQUIRED BY THE CONSTITUTION.

(c)1. If the financial impact statement projects a net positive impact on the state budget resulting in whole or in
part from additional tax revenue, the following statement in bold print:

THIS PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT IS ESTIMATED TO HAVE A NET POSITIVE IMPACT ON
THE STATE BUDGET. THIS IMPACT MAY RESULT IN GENERATING ADDITIONAL REVENUE OR AN INCREASE
IN GOVERNMENT SERVICES.

2. If the financial impact statement projects a net positive impact on the state budget for reasons other than those
specified in subparagraph 1., the following statement in bold print:

THIS PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT IS ESTIMATED TO HAVE A NET POSITIVE IMPACT ON
THE STATE BUDGET. THIS IMPACT MAY RESULT IN LOWER TAXES OR AN INCREASE IN GOVERNMENT
SERVICES.

(d) If the financial impact statement is indeterminate or the members of the Financial Impact Estimating
Conference are unable to agree on the financial impact statement, the following statement in bold print:

THE FINANCIAL IMPACT OF THIS AMENDMENT CANNOT BE DETERMINED DUE TO AMBIGUITIES AND
UNCERTAINTIES SURROUNDING THE AMENDMENT’S IMPACT.

The ballot title shall consist of a caption, not exceeding 15 words in length, by which the measure is commonly
referred to or spoken of. This subsection does not apply to constitutional amendments or revisions proposed by joint
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resolution.
(2) The ballot summary and ballot title of a constitutional amendment proposed by initiative shall be prepared by

the sponsor and approved by the Secretary of State in accordance with rules adopted pursuant to s. 120.54. The
Department of State shall give each proposed constitutional amendment a designating number for convenient
reference. This number designation shall appear on the ballot. Designating numbers shall be assigned in the order of
filing or certification and in accordance with rules adopted by the Department of State. The Department of State shall
furnish the designating number, the ballot title, and, unless otherwise specified in a joint resolution, the ballot
summary of each amendment to the supervisor of elections of each county in which such amendment is to be voted
on.

(3)(a) Each joint resolution that proposes a constitutional amendment or revision shall include one or more ballot
statements set forth in order of priority. Each ballot statement shall consist of a ballot title, by which the measure is
commonly referred to or spoken of, not exceeding 15 words in length, and a ballot summary that describes the chief
purpose of the amendment or revision in clear and unambiguous language. If a joint resolution that proposes a
constitutional amendment or revision contains only one ballot statement, the ballot summary may not exceed 75
words in length. If a joint resolution that proposes a constitutional amendment or revision contains more than one
ballot statement, the first ballot summary, in order of priority, may not exceed 75 words in length.

(b) The Department of State shall furnish a designating number pursuant to subsection (2) and the appropriate
ballot statement to the supervisor of elections of each county. The ballot statement shall be printed on the ballot after
the list of candidates, followed by the word “yes” and also by the word “no,” and shall be styled in such a manner that
a “yes” vote will indicate approval of the amendment or revision and a “no” vote will indicate rejection.

(c)1. Any action for a judicial determination that one or more ballot statements embodied in a joint resolution are
defective must be commenced by filing a complaint or petition with the appropriate court within 30 days after the joint
resolution is filed with the Secretary of State. The complaint or petition shall assert all grounds for challenge to each
ballot statement. Any ground not asserted within 30 days after the joint resolution is filed with the Secretary of State is
waived.

2. The court, including any appellate court, shall accord an action described in subparagraph 1. priority over other
pending cases and render a decision as expeditiously as possible. If the court finds that all ballot statements embodied
in a joint resolution are defective and further appeals are declined, abandoned, or exhausted, unless otherwise
provided in the joint resolution, the A�orney General shall, within 10 days, prepare and submit to the Department of
State a revised ballot title or ballot summary that corrects the deficiencies identified by the court, and the Department
of State shall furnish a designating number and the revised ballot title or ballot summary to the supervisor of elections
of each county for placement on the ballot. The revised ballot summary may exceed 75 words in length. The court shall
retain jurisdiction over challenges to a revised ballot title or ballot summary prepared by the A�orney General, and
any challenge to a revised ballot title or ballot summary must be filed within 10 days after a revised ballot title or
ballot summary is submi�ed to the Department of State.

(4)(a) For any general election in which the Secretary of State, for any circuit, or the supervisor of elections, for any
county, has certified the ballot position for an initiative to change the method of selection of judges, the ballot for any
circuit must contain the statement in paragraph (b) or paragraph (c) and the ballot for any county must contain the
statement in paragraph (d) or paragraph (e).

(b) In any circuit where the initiative is to change the selection of circuit court judges to selection by merit selection
and retention, the ballot shall state: “Shall the method of selecting circuit court judges in the   (number of the circuit)   judicial
circuit be changed from election by a vote of the people to selection by the judicial nominating commission and
appointment by the Governor with subsequent terms determined by a retention vote of the people?” This statement
must be followed by the word “yes” and also by the word “no.”

(c) In any circuit where the initiative is to change the selection of circuit court judges to election by the voters, the
ballot shall state: “Shall the method of selecting circuit court judges in the   (number of the circuit)   judicial circuit be
changed from selection by the judicial nominating commission and appointment by the Governor with subsequent
terms determined by a retention vote of the people to election by a vote of the people?” This statement must be
followed by the word “yes” and also by the word “no.”

https://www.flsenate.gov/Laws/Statutes/2023/120.54
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(d) In any county where the initiative is to change the selection of county court judges to merit selection and
retention, the ballot shall state: “Shall the method of selecting county court judges in   (name of county)   be changed from
election by a vote of the people to selection by the judicial nominating commission and appointment by the Governor
with subsequent terms determined by a retention vote of the people?” This statement must be followed by the word
“yes” and also by the word “no.”

(e) In any county where the initiative is to change the selection of county court judges to election by the voters, the
ballot shall state: “Shall the method of selecting county court judges in   (name of the county)   be changed from selection by
the judicial nominating commission and appointment by the Governor with subsequent terms determined by a
retention vote of the people to election by a vote of the people?” This statement must be followed by the word “yes”
and also by the word “no.”

History.—s. 34, ch. 4328, 1895; GS 218; RGS 262; CGL 318; ss. 1-11, ch. 16180, 1933; s. 1, ch. 16877, 1935; s. 4, ch. 17898, 1937; s. 1, ch. 22626,

1945; s. 5, ch. 26870, 1951; ss. 10, 35, ch. 69-106; s. 1, ch. 73-7; s. 13, ch. 77-175; s. 16, ch. 79-365; s. 2, ch. 80-305; s. 32, ch. 84-302; s. 11, ch. 90-203; s.

10, ch. 99-355; s. 1, ch. 2000-361; s. 4, ch. 2001-75; s. 5, ch. 2002-390; s. 5, ch. 2004-33; s. 11, ch. 2005-2; s. 33, ch. 2005-278; s. 29, ch. 2011-40; s. 6, ch.

2013-57; s. 16, ch. 2020-2; s. 4, ch. 2020-15.

Note.—Former s. 99.16.

Disclaimer: The information on this system is unverified. The journals or printed bills of the respective chambers
should be consulted for official purposes.

Copyright © 2000- 2023  State of Florida.



No. SC00-989
Supreme Court of Florida

Renee B. v. Florida Agency for Health Care Administration

790 So. 2d 1036 (Fla. 2001)
Decided Jul 12, 2001

No. SC00-989

Opinion filed July 12, 2001.

HARDING, J.

Application for Review of the Decision of the
District Court of Appeal — Certified Great Public
Importance First District — Case No. 1D99-1238
(Leon County)

Larry Helm Spalding, ACLU Foundation of
Florida, Tallahassee, Florida, and Bonnie Scott
Jones, Center for Reproductive Law Policy, New
York, New York, for Petitioners William H.
Roberts, Deputy General Counsel, Agency For
Health Care Administration, Tallahassee, Florida,
for Respondent Elizabeth Cavendish, National
Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League,
Washington, D.C., and James P. Joseph and Julie
K. Stapel of Arnold Porter, Washington, D.C., for
the National Abortion and Reproductive Rights
Action League, Inc., Amici Curiae Thomas A.
Horkan, Jr., Tallahassee, Florida, and Paul
Benjamin Linton, Northbrook, Illinois, for
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We have for review a decision of a district court of
appeal on the following question, which the court
certified to be of great public importance:

DOES THE EXCEPTION FROM
MEDICAID COVERAGE FOR
MEDICALLY NECESSARY
ABORTIONS VIOLATE THE EXPRESS
RIGHT OF PRIVACY FOUND IN
ARTICLE I, SECTION 23 OF THE
FLORIDA CONSTITUTION?

Renee B. v. State Agency for Health Care
Administration, 756 So.2d 218, 223 (Fla. 1st DCA
2000). We have jurisdiction. See art. V, § 3(b)(4),
Fla. Const. For the reasons expressed below, we
answer the certified question in the negative.

This case involves a class action suit filed in
March of 1993 on behalf of:

all women in the state of Florida who (1)
are, have been, or will be during the
pendency of the litigation pregnant and
Medicaid eligible; (2) have decided or will
decide, in consultation with their
physicians, to have abortions; (3) are, have
been, or will be denied Medicaid coverage
for abortions and related procedures.

The plaintiffs are three Medicaid-eligible women,
seven reproductive health clinics that provide
abortions, two physicians, and a nonprofit
organization that provides financial aid to women
who cannot afford abortions. The petitioners
sought declaratory relief based on challenges to
three rules of the Agency for Health Care
Administration (AHCA): rules 59G-4.150(4)(a)
(12),  59G-4.160(4)(a)(5)(b)3,  and 59G-
4.230(2),  Fla. Admin. Code (1999.) The rules
exclude medically necessary abortions from

1 2

3

1

https://casetext.com/_print/doc/renee-b-v-florida-agcy-for-health-care?_printIncludeHighlights=false&_printIncludeKeyPassages=false&_printIsTwoColumn=true&_printEmail=&_printHighlightsKey=#a4fe951f-2513-4855-861c-0d8059941db5-fn1
https://casetext.com/_print/doc/renee-b-v-florida-agcy-for-health-care?_printIncludeHighlights=false&_printIncludeKeyPassages=false&_printIsTwoColumn=true&_printEmail=&_printHighlightsKey=#41d669e8-a36e-4060-a56f-5cf4f2ce8db5-fn2
https://casetext.com/_print/doc/renee-b-v-florida-agcy-for-health-care?_printIncludeHighlights=false&_printIncludeKeyPassages=false&_printIsTwoColumn=true&_printEmail=&_printHighlightsKey=#75e4f444-2833-49fb-8e27-0cfd7f2da28d-fn3


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Medicaid coverage, *1038  except in cases where
the pregnancy endangers the life of the mother or
is the result of rape or incest. The petitioners argue
that the rules  violate the privacy clause of the
Florida Constitution.

1038

4

1 Rule 59G-4.150(4)(a)12 provided:  

Inpatient hospital care for

induced abortions and related

procedures shall be reimbursed

only to save the life of the mother

or, when the pregnancy is the

result of rape (as defined in

Section 794.011, F.S. (1993)) or

incest (as defined in Section

826.04, F.S., (1993)). The

attending physician must

complete the abortion

certification form, as found in the

Medicaid Reimbursement

Handbook. UB-92. This form

must be attached to the hospital

claim submitted for

reimbursement.

(b) Procedures and services

excluded from reimbursement

within the Inpatient Hospital

Services Program. . . .

. . . .

9. Induced abortions and related

procedures except as provided in

subparagraph (4)(a)11. [sic]

2 Rule 59G-4.160, entitled "Outpatient

Hospital Services," provided:  

(4) Reimbursable Outpatient

Hospital Services.

(a) Outpatient hospital services

are reimbursable within certain

limitations.

. . . .

5. Outpatient hospital care for

induced abortions and related

procedures shall be reimbursed

only if the requirements in section

59G-4.150(4)(a)10. F.A.C., have

been met.

. . . .

(b) Procedures and services

excluded from reimbursement:

. . . .

3. Induced abortions and related

procedures except as provided in

section 59G-4.150, Inpatient

Hospital Services, F.A.C.

3 59G-4.230(2) provided:  

All physician services providers

enrolled in the Medicaid program

must be in compliance with the

Florida Medicaid Physician

Coverage and Limitations

Handbook, January 1998, which

is incorporated by reference, and

the Florida Medicaid Provider

Reimbursement Handbook,

HCFA 1500 and EPSDT 221,

which is incorporated in 59G-

5.020.

4 At the beginning of this year, the rules at

issue in this case were amended. The rules

no longer contain language regarding

which abortions are covered by Medicaid.

Rather, the amended rules simply

incorporate by reference the Florida

Medicaid Provider Reimbursement

Handbook and the Florida Medicaid

2

Renee B. v. Florida Agency for Health Care Administration     790 So. 2d 1036 (Fla. 2001)

https://casetext.com/_print/doc/renee-b-v-florida-agcy-for-health-care?_printIncludeHighlights=false&_printIncludeKeyPassages=false&_printIsTwoColumn=true&_printEmail=&_printHighlightsKey=#53569688-792f-47d7-9542-fed1ace32c72-fn4
https://casetext.com/statute/florida-statutes/title-xlvi-crimes/chapter-826-bigamy-incest/section-82604-incest
https://casetext.com/regulation/florida-administrative-code/department-59-agency-for-health-care-administration/division-59g-medicaid/chapter-59g-4-medicaid-policy/section-59g-4230-repealed-physician-services
https://casetext.com/case/renee-b-v-florida-agcy-for-health-care


Hospital Coverage and Limitations

Handbook. The Handbooks contain the

same restrictions as the previous version of

the rules.

The petitioners in this case consist of women who
allegedly need medically necessary abortions but
were denied funding under the current scheme.
Barbara Hunter has Grave's Disease which
requires radio-iodine treatment. This treatment,
however, would harm the fetus, so Hunter had to
stop treatment during the duration of her
pregnancy. Renee B.'s pregnancy caused her to
hemorrhage and have high blood sugar. Diabetes
runs in her family. She was advised to confine
herself to home, keep off her feet, and change her
diet. In addition to these two examples, the
petitioners cite to a number of other causes of
potential medically necessary abortions which are
not covered: HIV, AIDS, diabetes, lupus, renal
disease, sickle cell anemia, congenital heart
disease, or fetal anomalies. All of the named
petitioners in this case ultimately received
abortions with non-state funds.

The petitioners originally filed their complaint in
the Fifteenth Circuit Court of Palm Beach County
in 1993. The petitioners sought a declaration that
the regulations were unconstitutional, a permanent
injunction prohibiting enforcement of the
regulations, and reimbursement to the Medicaid-
eligible women and providers for medically
necessary abortions performed during the
pendency of this suit. The trial court certified the
class in 1994 and transferred the case to the
Second Circuit Court in Leon County in 1995.
Both the petitioners and AHCA filed motions for
summary judgment. In 1998, the trial court denied
the petitioners' motion and granted AHCA's
motion, ruling that the challenged rules did not
violate the privacy or equal protection clauses.
After receiving the case on appeal, the First
District Court of Appeal certified the case as one
of great public importance requiring immediate
resolution by this Court. However, this Court
declined jurisdiction and remanded the case back

to the district court. On remand, the First District
Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court's order
and certified the question above.

We begin our analysis by looking at the
framework of the Medicaid program in this
country and in Florida. In 1965, Congress
established the federal Medicaid program when it
enacted Title XIX of the Social Security Act. See
42 U.S.C.A. § 1396. Medicaid is a joint federal-
state program designed to provide medical care to
the poor. Although states develop individual plans
for implementing Medicaid, the federal
government requires that states provide certain
mandatory categories of services and permits the
states to provide additional optional services.
After states have paid for medical services, the
federal government reimburses the states for a
portion of those costs.

In 1976, Congress passed the Hyde Amendment,
which restricts the availability of federal funds for
abortions. See Pub.L. No. 94-439, § 209, 90 Stat.
1434 (1976). Although there have been several
variations, some initial versions of the Hyde
Amendment only permitted federal funds to be
used for abortions if the procedure was necessary
to save a woman's life. *1039  However, a
subsequent version of the Hyde Amendment
expanded federal funding to include abortions for
victims of rape and incest. See Pub.L. No. 103-
112, § 509, 107 Stat. 1082-1113 (1993). In Harris
v. McRae, 448 U.S. 297 (1980), the United States
Supreme Court concluded that the Hyde
Amendment did not violate either the Equal
Protection Clause or the right of privacy found in
the Due Process Clause of the federal constitution.

1039

The Medicaid program in Florida is administered
by AHCA. See § 409.902, Fla. Stat. (2000).
Section 409.902 provides that state Medicaid
payments "shall be made, subject to any
limitations or directions provided for in the
General Appropriations Act, only for services
included in the program, shall be made only on
behalf of eligible individuals, and shall be made
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only to qualified providers in accordance with
federal requirements for Title XIX of the Social
Security Act and the provisions of state law."
Sections 409.905 and 409.906 only permit
payments for services which are either required or
optional under the federal program. Pursuant to
the Hyde Amendment, the abortions sought by the
petitioners in this case are neither required nor
optional under the federal program. Section
409.908 gives AHCA the authority to establish
rules for reimbursement in accordance with state
and federal law.

In Harris v. McRae, the Supreme Court pointed
out that the Hyde Amendment does not place a
limit on state funds and therefore states can choose
to fund other procedures, including abortions,
beyond those procedures that are funded by the
Hyde Amendment. See 448 U.S. at 310 n. 16.
Hence, the focus of the present case is whether
AHCA's rules violate the Florida Constitution.

The petitioners argue that Medicaid generally
provides reimbursement for all medical services
that are rendered to eligible individuals and
medically necessary. They assert that for no other
service does Florida require that a patient's
condition be life-threatening or caused by a crime.
In contrast, AHCA argues that Medicaid does not
pay for all medically necessary procedures.
AHCA points to certain organ transplants as
examples.

In Winfield v. Division of Pari-Mutuel Wagering,
477 So.2d 544 (Fla. 1985), this Court stated the
following regarding Florida's right of privacy:

The citizens of Florida opted for more
protection from governmental intrusion
when they approved article I, section 23,
of the Florida Constitution. This
amendment is an independent,
freestanding constitutional provision
which declares the fundamental right to
privacy. Article I, section 23, was
intentionally phrased in strong terms. The
drafters of the amendment rejected the use
of the words "unreasonable" or
"unwarranted" before the phrase
"governmental intrusion" in order to make
the privacy right as strong as possible.
Since the people of this state exercised
their prerogative and enacted an
amendment to the Florida Constitution
which expressly and succinctly provides
for a strong right of privacy not found in
the United States Constitution, it can only
be concluded that the right is much
broader in scope than that of the Federal
Constitution.

Id. at 548. We proceeded to state that the right of
privacy is a fundamental right which demands the
compelling state interest standard of scrutiny. That
test shifts the burden of proof to the State to
justify an intrusion on privacy, a burden which can
only be met by "demonstrating that the challenged
regulation serves a compelling state interest and
accomplishes its *1040  goal through the use of the
least intrusive means." Id. at 547.

1040

The strict scrutiny standard, however, would only
be necessary in the instant case if it is first
determined that the challenged rules violate the
petitioners' right of privacy. In the order below, the
trial court found no violation:
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There is a big difference between a
government making a decision not to fund
the exercise of a constitutional right and
doing something affirmatively to prohibit,
restrict, or interfere with it. In both [In re]
T.W.[, 551 So.2d 1186, 1192 (Fla. 1989),]
and [State v.] Presidential Women's Center,
[ 707 So.2d 1145 (Fla. 4th DCA 1998),]
the government affirmatively imposed
some barrier or obstacle between a woman
and her physician in terms of making a
decision as to whether to have an abortion.

Obviously, the decision by government to
not do something can have a negative
effect on a person's ability to fully exercise
a constitutional right. It is difficult to see,
however, how such a decision could be
violative of the privacy provision of the
Florida Constitution, the heart of which is
the right to be let alone and free from
government intrusion into private affairs.
The plaintiffs' argument, in effect, says to
the government: leave me alone, stay out
of my private affairs, and let me chose
[sic] what it is I want to do concerning
reproduction, except that I want you to
finance my choice. This the constitution
does not require.

Renee B. v. State Agency for Health Care Admin.,
No. 97-3983, Order at 5 (Fla. 2d Cir. Ct. Oct. 9,
1998). We agree with the reasoning of the trial
court. We are also persuaded by the following
language from the Supreme Court's opinion in
McRae:

As the Court [in Maher v. Roe, 432 U.S. 464
(1977)] elaborated:

"The Connecticut regulation before us is
different in kind from the laws invalidated
in our previous abortion decisions. The
Connecticut regulation places no obstacles
— absolute or otherwise — in the pregnant
woman's path to an abortion. An indigent
woman who desires an abortion suffers no
disadvantage as a consequence of
Connecticut's decision to fund childbirth;
she continues as before to be dependent on
private sources for the service she desires.
The State may have made childbirth a
more attractive alternative, thereby
influencing the woman's decision, but it
has imposed no restriction on access to
abortions that was not already there. The
indigence that may make it difficult — and
in some cases, perhaps, impossible — for
some women to have abortions is neither
created nor in any way affected by the
Connecticut regulation." Ibid.

. . . Constitutional concerns are greatest
when the State attempts to impose its will
by force of law; the State's power to
encourage actions deemed to be in the
public interest is necessarily far broader.

. . . .
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. . . [I]t simply does not follow that a
woman's freedom of choice carries with it
a constitutional entitlement to the financial
resources to avail herself of the full range
of protected choices. The reason why was
explained in Maher: although government
may not place obstacles in the path of a
woman's exercise of her freedom of
choice, it need not remove those not of its
own creation. Indigence falls in the latter
category. The financial constraints that
restrict an indigent woman's ability to
enjoy the full range of constitutionally
protected freedom of choice are the
product not of *1041  governmental
restrictions on access to abortions, but
rather of her indigence. Although Congress
has opted to subsidize medically necessary
services generally, but not certain
medically necessary abortions, the fact
remains that the Hyde Amendment leaves
an indigent woman with at least the same
range of choice in deciding whether to
obtain a medically necessary abortion as
she would have had if Congress had
chosen to subsidize no health care costs at
all.

1041

448 U.S. at 314-17 (quoting Maher v. Roe, 432
U.S. 464, 474 (1977)).See also Doe v. Dep't. of
Social Servs., 487 N.W.2d 166 (Mich. 1992);Rosie
J. v. North Carolina Dep't of Human Resources,
491 S.E.2d 535 (N.C. 1997); Fischer v. Dep't of
Public Welfare, 502 A.2d 114 ( Pa. 1985).
Although the Florida Legislature has opted to
subsidize medically necessary services generally,
but not certain medically necessary abortions, the
fact remains that Florida's Medicaid program
leaves an indigent woman with at least the same
range of choice in deciding whether to obtain a
medically necessary abortion as she would have
had if the Legislature had chosen to subsidize no
health care costs at all. The right of privacy in the
Florida Constitution protects a woman's right to
choose an abortion. But contrary to the petitioners'

arguments, the right of privacy does not create an
entitlement to the financial resources to avail
herself of this choice. Poverty may make it
difficult for some women to obtain abortions.
Nevertheless, the State has imposed no restriction
on access to abortions that was not already
present. Therefore, we find that the rules in
question do not violate the right of privacy in the
Florida Constitution. We answer the certified
question in the negative.

We are aware that the petitioners have also raised
an equal protection challenge to AHCA's rules.
The petitioners claim that AHCA's rules
discriminate on the basis of gender. They assert
that Florida's Medicaid program provides a full
range of health services, including reproductive
services, to eligible men, as long as the services
are medically necessary. In contrast, the
petitioners argue that Florida's Medicaid program
denies women medically necessary abortions
unless their pregnancy is life-threatening or the
result of rape or incest.

The petitioners raised their gender discrimination
claim in their original 1993 complaint. The trial
court's order, which was rendered on October 9,
1998, did not address this claim. Nevertheless, in
November of 1998, the citizens of Florida
approved the following amendment to article I,
section 2 of the Florida Constitution:

Basic rights. — All natural persons, female
and male alike, are equal before the law
and have inalienable rights, among which
are the right to enjoy and defend life and
liberty, to pursue happiness, to be
rewarded for industry, and to acquire,
possess and protect property; except that
the ownership, inheritance, disposition and
possession of real property by aliens
ineligible for citizenship may be regulated
or prohibited by law. No person shall be
deprived of any right because of race,
religion, national origin, or physical
disability.
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SHAW, J., concurring in part and dissenting in
part.

The petitioners assert in their briefs filed in this
Court that the amendment to article I, section II
requires claims of gender discrimination to be
examined with strict scrutiny. Due to the
inadequate record in this case and the fact that
neither the trial court nor the district court  ruled
on this issue, we decline to address the petitioners'
equal protection claim. Our decision *1042  today
does not foreclose this claim being raised in an
appropriate tribunal in the future.

5

1042

5 The district court's opinion was issued on

April 20, 2000 (after the 1998 amendment

to article I, section 2).

Accordingly, for the reasons stated in this opinion,
we answer the certified question in the negative
and approve the decision of the district court of
appeal.

It is so ordered.

WELLS, C.J., and ANSTEAD, LEWIS, and
QUINCE, JJ., concur.

SHAW, J., concurs in part and dissents in part with
an opinion.

PARIENTE, J., recused.

I concur in the majority's rejection of the
petitioners' privacy claim; however, I dissent from
the majority's decision to forego treatment of the
petitioners' equal protection claim based on gender
discrimination.

Although the amendment to article I, section 2,
succeeded the petitioners' original complaint, the
petitioners pressed their gender discrimination
claim in the trial court. Moreover, the gender
discrimination claim was fully briefed before the
First District and this Court. While both the trial
court and the First District neglected to address
this facet of the petitioners' equal protection claim,

this Court clearly has the authority to address the
issue. See, e.g., Fulton County Adm'r. v. Sullivan,
753 So.2d 549, 553 n. 3 (Fla. 1999) ("Given our
jurisdiction on the basis of the certified question,
we have jurisdiction over all of the issues raised in
this case.").

As to the question of whether this Court should
exercise its discretion, the majority indicates that
the record is not ripe for this Court's review of the
gender discrimination claim. However, the
majority does not suggest what pertinent
information is missing from the record and I am
unable to ascertain what further information could
be garnered from renewed or additional litigation
on an issue that in my opinion demands resolution
and will undoubtedly wind its way back to this
Court. In sum, the majority's act of judicial
restraint appears to be without justification. As
Justice Drew duly observed in Zirin v. Charles
Pfizer Co., 128 So.2d 594, 596 (Fla. 1961), this
Court should be resolute in avoiding needless
litigation:

Needless steps in litigation should be
avoided wherever possible and courts
should always bear in mind the almost
universal command of constitutions that
justice should be administered without
"sale, denial or delay." Piecemeal
determination of a cause by our appellate
court should be avoided and when a case is
properly lodged here there is no reason
why it should not then be terminated here.

I believe the majority's restraint, rather than
effecting a more complete presentation of this
issue in the future, will only result in a fruitless
delay. Accordingly, I dissent.
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Tab 3 

Federal Guidance 



(None Provided) 



Tab 4 

State Reports 



1 
 

Florida Abortion Provisions Relating to HB 5 (2022) or SB 300 (2023) 

Subject Pre-HB 5 HB 5 (2022) SB 300 (2023) 
If It Takes Effect 

Definitions in Sec. 390.011, F.S.    
   Fatal Fetal Abnormality N/A “Means a terminal condition 

that, in reasonable medical 
judgment, regardless of the 
provision of life-saving medical 
treatment, is incompatible with 
life outside the womb and will 
result in death upon birth or 
imminently thereafter.” 

No change. 

   Gestation “Means the development of a 
human embryo or fetus between 
fertilization and birth.” 

“Means the development of a 
human embryo or fetus as 
calculated from the first day of 
the pregnant woman’s last 
menstrual period between 
fertilization and birth.” 

No change. 

   Medical Abortion N/A “Means the administration or use 
of an abortion inducing drug to 
induce an abortion.” 

No change. 

Time frame after which abortion 
is prohibited: 
Sec. 390.0111, F.S. 

Third trimester (s. 390.0111, F.S.) 
or 
Viability (s. 390.01112, F.S.) 

15 weeks gestation 6 weeks gestation 
 
(Repeals s. 390.01112, F.S.) 

Exceptions to time frame: 
Sec. 390.0111(1), F.S. 

Two physicians certify abortion is 
necessary to save the pregnant 
woman’s life or avert a serious 
risk of substantial and irreversible 
physical impairment of a major 
bodily function other than a 
psychological condition. 
or 
One physician certifies the same 
as above in an emergency 
situation and a second physician 
is not available. 

Maintains the pre-HB 5 
exceptions and adds a new 
exception that applies if the fetus 
has not achieved viability and 
two physicians certify the fetus 
has a fatal fetal abnormality. 

Modifies the exception for fatal 
fetal abnormalities to be 
available until the third trimester, 
rather than until viability. 

Adds an exception for rape, 
incest, or human trafficking, until 
15 weeks gestation. Provides 
documentation requirements. 
Requires the physician to report 
the rape, incest, or human 
trafficking to law enforcement or 
to the DCF central abuse hotline. 



2 
 

Subject Pre-HB 5 HB 5 (2022) SB 300 (2023) 
If It Takes Effect 

In-person performance by a 
physician: 
Sec. 390.0111(2), F.S. 

Provides that no termination of 
pregnancy shall be performed at 
any time except by a licensed 
allopathic or osteopathic 
physician or a physician 
practicing medicine or 
osteopathic medicine in the 
employment of the United 
States. 

No change. Specifies that only a physician 
may perform or induce a 
termination of pregnancy. 

Specifically prohibits the use of 
telehealth for the performance of 
abortions, including medical 
abortions.  

Requires medical abortion 
medications to be dispensed in-
person by a physician and 
prohibits such medication from 
being dispensed by mail or other 
shipping service. 

Informed consent requirements: 
Sec. 390.0111(3), F.S. 

Requires the physician to inform 
the patient, while physically in 
the same room and at least 24 
hours prior to the procedure, of:  
• The nature and risks of 

undergoing or not undergoing 
an abortion; 

• The probable gestational age 
of the fetus as determined by 
an ultrasound, and the person 
performing the ultrasound 
must offer the woman the 
opportunity to view the live 
ultrasound images and hear an 
explanation of them; and 

• The medical risks to the 
woman and fetus of carrying 
the pregnancy to term. 

(See exceptions below.) 

No change. No change. 



3 
 

Subject Pre-HB 5 HB 5 (2022) SB 300 (2023) 
If It Takes Effect 

Exceptions to informed consent 
requirements: 
Sec. 390.0111(3)(a)1.b.(III) and 
flush-left language for 
subparagraph (3)(a)1. 

If the woman seeking an abortion 
provides documentation of rape, 
incest, domestic violence, or 
human trafficking as the reason 
for the abortion: 
• The 24-hour requirement is 

set aside; and 
• The person performing the 

ultrasound is prohibited from 
offering the woman an 
opportunity to view the 
ultrasound images and to have 
them explained (unless she 
requests to see them and hear 
the explanation). 

No change. No change. 

Penalties for violations: 
Sec. 390.0111(10), F.S. 

Except for provisions relating to 
informed consent, fetal remains, 
and infants born alive: 
• Any person who willfully 

performs, or actively 
participates in, a termination 
of pregnancy in violation of 
the requirements of this 
section or s. 390.01112 
(termination of pregnancies 
during viability) commits a 
felony of the third degree. 

• Any person who performs, or 
actively participates in, a 
termination of pregnancy in 
violation of this section or s. 
390.01112 which results in the 
death of the woman commits 
a felony of the second degree. 

No change. Removes s. 390.01112, F.S., from 
the penalty provisions since that 
section is repealed by SB 300. 



4 
 

Subject Pre-HB 5 HB 5 (2022) SB 300 (2023) 
If It Takes Effect 

Reporting requirements: 
Sec. 390.0112, F.S. 

Requires the director of a 
medical facility, or the physician 
performing the abortion if not 
performed in a facility, to report 
specified data to the Agency for 
Health Care Administration 
(AHCA). 

Specifies that the reporting must 
pertain to both surgical and 
medical abortions and adds a 
data point for the number of 
medication abortion regimens 
prescribed or dispensed. 

Requires that the reporting be 
done on a form adopted by the 
AHCA, the Board of Medicine, 
and the Board of Osteopathic 
Medicine. 

Requires that, if a woman 
provides evidence that she is a 
victim of human trafficking, that 
reason must be included on the 
reporting. 

No change. 

Agency for Health Care 
Administration (AHCA) rules: 
Sec. 390.012, F.S. 

Requires that rules adopted by 
AHCA for abortion clinics must be 
reasonably related to the 
preservation of maternal health 
of clients and may not impose an 
unconstitutional burden on a 
woman’s freedom to decide 
whether to terminate her 
pregnancy. 

Specifies that the AHCA must 
provide separate standards for 
clinics that only perform first 
trimester abortions and for 
clinics that perform first and 
second trimester abortions. 

No change. Repeals the prohibition on 
adopting rules that impose an 
unconstitutional burden on a 
woman’s freedom to decide 
whether to terminate her 
pregnancy. 
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Subject Pre-HB 5 HB 5 (2022) SB 300 (2023) 
If It Takes Effect 

Parental Notice and Consent for 
Abortion Act: 
Sec. 390.01114, F.S. 

Requires that parents be notified 
and provide consent prior to an 
abortion being performed on a 
minor (under 18). Allows a minor 
to go through a judicial bypass to 
circumvent the notice and 
consent requirements. Provides 
other exceptions for minors who 
are married, have had the 
disability of nonage removed, or 
who have other minor children 
dependent on her. 

No change. No change. 

10/9/2023 
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Title: Abortion Policy Tracker | KFF
Timeframe: as of June 6, 2023

Location Status of Abortion Notes

United States

Alabama Abortion banned State abortion ban went into effect June 24, 2022

Alaska Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP No state law protecting or banning abortion; The State Supreme Court recognized the right to abortion under the State constitution

Arizona Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP Current gestational limit is 15 weeks LMP. Pre‐Roe ban was temporarily blocked on 10/7/2022

Arkansas Abortion banned Trigger law went into effect June 24, 2022, after Attorney General certified decision

California Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Colorado Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Connecticut Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Delaware Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

District of Columbia Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Florida Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP

The state's 15 week LMP ban is in effect—ban had been scheduled to go into effect on 7/1/22 but was temporarily blocked by courts on 6/30/22. Ban 

was reinstated on 7/5/22 after a state appeal. A 6 week LMP ban was signed by the Governor on 4/13/2023 but is not currently in effect. Ban would 

not go into effect before State Supreme Court rules on the constitutionality of the 15 week LMP ban. The State Supreme Court recognized the right to 

abortion under the State constitution.

Georgia Gestational limit between 6 and 12 weeks LMP State's 6‐week LMP ban was reinstated 11/23/2022 after ban was blocked by courts on 11/15/22.

Hawaii Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Idaho Abortion banned

State trigger law in effect on August 25, 2022, 30 days after SCOTUS judgement. A judge blocked part of the state's abortion ban on August 24, 2022, 

ruling that doctors cannot be prosecuted for performing abortions in medical emergencies.

Illinois Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Indiana Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP

Current gestational limit is 22 weeks LMP. State abortion ban was temporarily blocked on 9/22/2022. On October 12, Indiana Supreme Court upheld 

injunction, allowing clinics to stay open. On 1/19/2023, the Indiana Supreme Court heard oral arguments for the appeal to the injunction.

Iowa Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP Current gestational limit is 22 weeks LMP

Kansas Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP Current gestational limit is 22 weeks LMP; The State Supreme Court recognized the right to abortion under State Constitution

Kentucky Abortion banned

State trigger law in effect—law had initially gone into effect June 24, 2022 but was temporarily blocked by courts on 6/30/2022. Temporary stay was 

lifted on 8/1/2022.

Louisiana Abortion banned

State trigger law in effect—law had initially gone into effect on 6/24/2022 but was temporarily blocked by courts on 6/27/2022. Temporary stay was 

lifted on 7/8/2022, and law was temporarily blocked again on 7/12/2022. Trigger ban went into effect once again on 7/29/2022.

Maine Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Maryland Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Massachusetts Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion; Current gestational limit is 24 weeks LMP

Michigan Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP In November 2022, Michigan voters approved a ballot measure for a constitutional amendment recognizing the right to abortion.

Minnesota Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP The State Supreme Court recognized the right to abortion under the State constitution

Mississippi Abortion banned Trigger law went into effect on July 7, 2022, 10 days after Attorney General certified SCOTUS's decision.

Missouri Abortion banned Trigger law went into effect June 24, 2022

Montana Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP The State Supreme Court recognized the right to abortion under the State constitution

Nebraska Gestational limit between 6 and 12 weeks LMP The State's 12‐week LMP ban in effect as of May 22, 2023

Nevada Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP Current gestational limit is 24 weeks LMP

New Hampshire Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP Current gestational limit is 24 weeks LMP

New Jersey Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

New Mexico Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP No state law expressly protecting or banning abortion

New York Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

North Carolina Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP Current gestational limit is 20 weeks LMP. Reinstated on August 17, 2022. A 12‐week LMP ban is scheduled to go into effect July 1, 2023.



North Dakota Abortion banned On April 24, 2023, the North Dakota governor signed a total ban that went into effect immediately.

Ohio Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP

Currently gestational limit is 22 weeks LMP. A judge granted a preliminary injunction blocking the enforcement of the State's 6‐week LMP ban. The 

state is expected to appeal.

Oklahoma Abortion banned Trigger law went into effect June 24, 2022.

Oregon Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Pennsylvania Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP Current gestational limit is 24 weeks LMP

Rhode Island Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

South Carolina Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP

Currently gestational limit is 22 weeks LMP. On 5/26/23 a judge granted a stay blocking the enforcement of the State's 6‐week LMP ban that had gone 

into effect on 5/25/2023. In January 2023, in a 3‐2 ruling the South Carolina Supreme Court struck down the state's previous 6‐week LMP ban as 

unconstitutional.

South Dakota Abortion banned State trigger law went into effect June 24, 2022

Tennessee Abortion banned State trigger law in effect as of August 25, 2022, 30 days after SCOTUS judgement.

Texas Abortion banned

Pre‐Roe ban in effect—had previously been blocked by courts but State Supreme Court allowed it to go into effect on July 1, 2022. State trigger law 

went into effect on August 25, 2022, 30 days after SCOTUS judgement. The trigger law increases the criminal and civil penalties associated with 

abortion.

Utah Gestational limit between 15 and 22 weeks LMP The state's 18 week LMP ban is in effect. State trigger ban temporarily blocked by courts.

Vermont Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

Virginia Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP No state law expressly protecting or banning abortion

Washington Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State law protects the right to abortion

West Virginia Abortion banned New abortion ban went into effect Sept. 16, 2022. State pre‐Roe ban blocked by courts on 7/18/2022.

Wisconsin Abortion banned

Pre‐Roe Ban is in effect but the Attorney General has said he would offer clemency to anyone prosecuted. The Attorney General has challenged the 

ban. Clinics are not providing abortions.

Wyoming Abortion legal beyond 22 weeks LMP State abortion ban not in effect‐‐ban was in place as of March 19, 2023 but was temporarily blocked on March 22, 2023.

Notes

*LMP*: Last Menstrual Period

Sources

KFF analysis of state policies and court decisions, as of June 6, 2023

https://www.kff.org/other/state‐indicator/abortion‐policy‐tracker/?currentTimeframe=0&sortModel=%7B%22colId%22:%22Location%22,%22sort%22:%22asc%22%7D

On June 24, 2022, the Supreme Court issued its decision in <i>Dobbs v. Jackson</i> Women’s Health, overturning <i>Roe v. Wade</i>, eliminating the federal standard protecting the right to abortion. With this decision, 

regulation of abortion is returned to the states. States are responding by implementing bans or protecting access to abortion.  For more information on state policies, please see our briefs on [state actions to protect 

abortion](https://www.kff.org/womens‐health‐policy/issue‐brief/state‐actions‐to‐protect‐and‐expand‐access‐to‐abortion‐services/), [states without laws protecting or restricting abortion](https://www.kff.org/policy‐

watch/reading‐the‐post‐roe‐tea‐leaves‐in‐states‐without‐abortion‐bans‐or‐protections/), our [brief on the Dobbs case](https://www.kff.org/report‐section/abortion‐at‐scotus‐dobbs‐v‐jackson‐womens‐health‐table/), and our 

[KFF State Health Facts page on abortion policies](https://www.kff.org/state‐category/womens‐health/abortion‐statistics‐and‐policies/).



Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report
Surveillance Summaries / Vol. 70 / No. 9 November 26, 2021 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

Abortion Surveillance — United States, 2019

hxv5
Text Box
                                                 Please note: This report has been corrected. An erratum has been published. 

https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/70/ss/ss7009a1.htm?s_cid=ss7009a1_w
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/71/wr/mm7139a5.htm?s_cid=mm7139a5_w


Surveillance Summaries

The MMWR series of publications is published by the Center for Surveillance, Epidemiology, and Laboratory Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Atlanta, GA 30329-4027.
Suggested citation: [Author names; first three, then et al., if more than six.] [Title]. MMWR Surveill Summ 2021;70(No. SS-#):[inclusive page numbers].

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Rochelle P. Walensky, MD, MPH, Director

Debra Houry, MD, MPH, Acting Principal Deputy Director
Daniel B. Jernigan, MD, MPH, Deputy Director for Public Health Science and Surveillance

Rebecca Bunnell, PhD, MEd, Director, Office of Science
Jennifer Layden, MD, PhD, Deputy Director, Office of Science

Michael F. Iademarco, MD, MPH, Director, Center for Surveillance, Epidemiology, and Laboratory Services 

MMWR Editorial and Production Staff (Serials)
Charlotte K. Kent, PhD, MPH, Editor in Chief 

Christine G. Casey, MD, Editor
Mary Dott, MD, MPH, Online Editor

Terisa F. Rutledge, Managing Editor
David C. Johnson, Lead Technical Writer-Editor

Catherine B. Lansdowne, MS, Project Editor

Martha F. Boyd, Lead Visual Information Specialist
Alexander J. Gottardy, Maureen A. Leahy,

Julia C. Martinroe, Stephen R. Spriggs,Tong Yang,
Visual Information Specialists

Quang M. Doan, MBA, Phyllis H. King, 
Terraye M. Starr, Moua Yang,

Information Technology Specialists

MMWR Editorial Board
Timothy F. Jones, MD, Chairman

Matthew L. Boulton, MD, MPH
Carolyn Brooks, ScD, MA 

Jay C. Butler, MD 
Virginia A. Caine, MD 

Jonathan E. Fielding, MD, MPH, MBA
David W. Fleming, MD 

William E. Halperin, MD, DrPH, MPH
Jewel Mullen, MD, MPH, MPA

Jeff Niederdeppe, PhD
Celeste Philip, MD, MPH

Patricia Quinlisk, MD, MPH 
Patrick L. Remington, MD, MPH 

Carlos Roig, MS, MA
William Schaffner, MD 

Nathaniel Smith, MD, MPH
Morgan Bobb Swanson, BS

Abbigail Tumpey, MPH

Ian Branam, MA,
Acting Lead Health Communication Specialist

Shelton Bartley, MPH, Leslie Hamlin,
Lowery Johnson, Amanda Ray, 

Health Communication Specialists
Will Yang, MA,

Visual Information Specialist

CONTENTS

Introduction ............................................................................................................2

Methods ....................................................................................................................2

Results .......................................................................................................................4

Discussion ................................................................................................................7

Limitations ...............................................................................................................8

Public Health Implications .................................................................................9

References ................................................................................................................9



Surveillance Summaries

MMWR / November 26, 2021 / Vol. 70 / No. 9 1US Department of Health and Human Services/Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

Abortion Surveillance — United States, 2019
Katherine Kortsmit, PhD1; Michele G. Mandel1; Jennifer A. Reeves, MD1; Elizabeth Clark, MD1; H. Pamela Pagano, DrPH1;  

Antoinette Nguyen, MD1; Emily E. Petersen, MD1; Maura K. Whiteman, PhD1

1Division of Reproductive Health, National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, CDC

Abstract

Problem/Condition: CDC conducts abortion surveillance to document the number and characteristics of women obtaining legal 
induced abortions and number of abortion-related deaths in the United States.
Period Covered: 2019.
Description of System: Each year, CDC requests abortion data from the central health agencies for 50 states, the District of 
Columbia, and New York City. For 2019, 49 reporting areas voluntarily provided aggregate abortion data to CDC. Of these, 48 
reporting areas provided data each year during 2010–2019. Census and natality data were used to calculate abortion rates (number 
of abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years) and ratios (number of abortions per 1,000 live births), respectively. Abortion-
related deaths from 2018 were assessed as part of CDC’s Pregnancy Mortality Surveillance System (PMSS).
Results: A total of 629,898 abortions for 2019 were reported to CDC from 49 reporting areas. Among 48 reporting areas with 
data each year during 2010–2019, in 2019, a total of 625,346 abortions were reported, the abortion rate was 11.4 abortions per 
1,000 women aged 15–44 years, and the abortion ratio was 195 abortions per 1,000 live births. From 2018 to 2019, the total 
number of abortions increased 2% (from 614,820 total abortions), the abortion rate increased 0.9% (from 11.3 abortions per 
1,000 women aged 15–44 years), and the abortion ratio increased 3% (from 189 abortions per 1,000 live births). From 2010 to 
2019, the total number of reported abortions, abortion rate, and abortion ratio decreased 18% (from 762,755), 21% (from 14.4 
abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years), and 13% (from 225 abortions per 1,000 live births), respectively.
In 2019, women in their 20s accounted for more than half of abortions (56.9%). Women aged 20–24 and 25–29 years accounted 
for the highest percentages of abortions (27.6% and 29.3%, respectively) and had the highest abortion rates (19.0 and 18.6 
abortions per 1,000 women aged 20–24 and 25–29 years, respectively). By contrast, adolescents aged <15 years and women aged 
≥40 years accounted for the lowest percentages of abortions (0.2% and 3.7%, respectively) and had the lowest abortion rates (0.4 
and 2.7 abortions per 1,000 women aged <15 and ≥40 years, respectively). However, abortion ratios in 2019 were highest among 
adolescents (aged ≤19 years) and lowest among women aged 25–39 years. Abortion rates decreased from 2010 to 2019 for all 
women, regardless of age. The decrease in abortion rate was highest among adolescents compared with any other age group. From 
2018 to 2019, abortion rates decreased or did not change among women aged ≤24 years; however, the abortion rate increased 
among those aged ≥25 years. Abortion ratios also decreased or did not change from 2010 to 2019 for all age groups, except 
adolescents aged <15 years. The decrease in abortion ratio was highest among women aged ≥40 years compared with any other 
age group. From 2018 to 2019, abortion ratios increased for all age groups, except adolescents aged <15 years.
In 2019, 79.3% of abortions were performed at ≤9 weeks’ gestation, and nearly all (92.7%) were performed at ≤13 weeks’ gestation. 
During 2010–2019, the percentage of abortions performed at >13 weeks’ gestation remained consistently low (≤9.0%). In 2019, 
the highest proportion of abortions were performed by surgical abortion at ≤13 weeks’ gestation (49.0%), followed by early medical 
abortion at ≤9 weeks’ gestation (42.3%), surgical abortion at >13 weeks’ gestation (7.2%), and medical abortion at >9 weeks’ 
gestation (1.4%); all other methods were uncommon (<0.1%). Among those that were eligible (≤9 weeks’ gestation), 53.7% of 
abortions were early medical abortions. In 2018, the most recent year for which PMSS data were reviewed for pregnancy-related 
deaths, two women died as a result of complications from legal induced abortion.
Interpretation: Among the 48 areas that reported data continuously during 2010–2019, overall decreases were observed during 
2010–2019 in the total number, rate, and ratio of reported abortions; however, from 2018 to 2019, 1%–3% increases were 
observed across all measures.

Public Health Action: Abortion surveillance can be used to 
help evaluate programs aimed at promoting equitable access to 
patient-centered quality contraceptive services in the United States 
to reduce unintended pregnancies.

Corresponding author: Division of Reproductive Health, National 
Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, CDC. 
E-mail: cdcinfo@cdc.gov.

mailto:cdcinfo@cdc.gov
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Introduction
This report summarizes data on legal induced abortions for 

2019 that were provided voluntarily to CDC by the central 
health agencies of 49 reporting areas (47 states, the District 
of Columbia, and New York City, excluding California, 
Maryland, and New Hampshire) and comparisons over time 
for the 48 reporting areas that reported each year during 
2010–2019 (47 states and New York City). This report also 
summarizes abortion-related deaths reported voluntarily to 
CDC for 2018 as part of the Pregnancy Mortality Surveillance 
System (PMSS).

Since 1969, CDC has conducted abortion surveillance to 
document the number and characteristics of women obtaining 
legal induced abortions in the United States. After nationwide 
legalization of abortion in 1973, the total number, rate 
(number of abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years), and 
ratio (number of abortions per 1,000 live births) of reported 
abortions increased rapidly, reaching the highest levels in the 
1980s, before decreasing at a slow yet steady pace (1,2). During 
2006–2008, a break occurred in the previously sustained 
pattern of decrease (3,4), although this break was followed in 
subsequent years by even greater decreases (5,6). In 2017, the 
total number, rate, and ratio of reported abortions reached 
historic lows, followed by 1%–2% increases across all measures 
from 2017 to 2018 (5). Nonetheless, despite the overall 
decreases, abortion incidence and practices have varied over 
the years and continue to vary across subpopulations (7–11), 
highlighting the need for continued surveillance.

Methods
Description of the Surveillance System

Each year, CDC requests aggregated data from the central 
health agencies of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and 
New York City to document the number and characteristics 
of women obtaining legal induced abortions in the United 
States. Not all persons who obtain abortions identify as women; 
the term “women” has been maintained in this report to be 
consistent with the collection and reporting of denominator 
data used to calculate abortion rates and ratios. This report 
contains data voluntarily reported to CDC as of April 9, 2021. 
For the purpose of surveillance, legal induced abortion is 
defined as an intervention performed within the limits of state 
law by a licensed clinician (e.g., a physician, nurse-midwife, 
nurse practitioner, or physician assistant) intended to terminate 
a suspected or known intrauterine pregnancy and that does not 
result in a live birth. All abortions in this report are considered 
to be legally induced unless stated otherwise.

In most states and jurisdictions, collection of abortion data 
is facilitated by a legal requirement for hospitals, facilities, or 
physicians to report abortions to a central health agency (12); 
however, reporting is not complete in all areas, including 
in some areas with reporting requirements (13). Because 
the reporting of abortion data to CDC is voluntary, many 
reporting areas have developed their own data collection 
forms and might not collect or provide all the information 
requested by CDC. As a result, the level of detail reported by 
CDC on the characteristics of women obtaining abortions 
might vary from year to year and by reporting area. To 
encourage uniform collection of data, CDC has collaborated 
with the National Association for Public Health Statistics 
and Information Systems to develop reporting standards and 
provide technical guidance for vital statistics personnel who 
collect and summarize abortion data within the United States.

Variables and Categorization of Data
Each year, CDC sends a suggested template to central health 

agencies in the United States for compilation of aggregated 
abortion data among women obtaining legal induced 
abortions. Aggregate abortion numbers, without individual-
level records, are requested for the following variables:

• Age group in years of women obtaining legal induced 
abortions (<15, 15–19 [age group and by individual year], 
20–24, 25–29, 30–34, 35–39, or ≥40) 

• Gestational age of pregnancy in completed weeks at the 
time of abortion (≤6, 7–20 by individual week, or ≥21)

• Race (Black, White, or other [including Asian, Pacific 
Islander, other races, and multiple races]), ethnicity 
(Hispanic or non-Hispanic), and race by ethnicity

• Method type (surgical abortion, intrauterine instillation, 
medical [nonsurgical] abortion, or hysterectomy/hysterotomy)

• Marital status (married [including currently married or 
separated] or unmarried [including never married, 
widowed, or divorced])

• Number of previous live births (zero, one, two, three, or 
four or more)

• Number of previous induced abortions (zero, one, two, 
or three or more)

• Residence (the state, jurisdiction, territory, or foreign 
country in which the women obtaining the abortion lived, 
or, if additional details are unavailable, in-reporting area 
versus out-of-reporting area)

In addition, the template provided by CDC requests that 
aggregate numbers for certain variables be cross-tabulated by a 
second variable. The cross-tabulations presented in this report 
include weeks of gestation separately by method type, by age 
group, and by race/ethnicity.
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Beginning with 2014 data, instead of reporting the clinicians’ 
estimates of gestational age or estimates of gestational age based 
on last menstrual period, some areas have reported “probable 
postfertilization age,” “clinician’s estimate of gestation based on 
date of conception,” and “probable gestational age” to CDC. 
To ensure consistency between data reported as postfertilization 
age and the data collection practices for gestational age 
recommended by CDC’s National Center for Health Statistics 
(14), 2 weeks were added to probable postfertilization age. This 
method was used to account for time after last menstrual period 
until ovulation in a standard 28-day cycle because fertilization 
occurs around the time of ovulation (15). No modifications 
were made to data reported as clinician’s estimate of gestational 
age based on date of conception or data reported as probable 
gestational age.

In this report, medical and surgical abortions are further 
categorized by gestational age when available in the categories 
reported by CDC. Early medical abortion is defined as the 
administration of medications (typically mifepristone followed 
by misoprostol) to induce an abortion at ≤9 completed 
weeks’ gestation consistent with the current Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) labeling for mifepristone (implemented 
in 2016) (16). CDC collects information only on the estimated 
number of weeks (not days) of gestation and acknowledges 
the conventional use of completed weeks of gestation to 
describe pregnancy duration; therefore, CDC’s category 
of ≤9 weeks’ gestation includes abortions through 9 weeks 
and 6 days. Medications (typically serial prostaglandins, 
sometimes administered after mifepristone) may also be 
used to induce an abortion at >9 weeks’ gestation. Surgical 
abortions, which include uterine aspiration (i.e., dilation and 
curettage, aspiration curettage, suction curettage, manual 
vacuum aspiration, menstrual extraction, or sharp curettage) 
and dilation and evacuation procedures, are categorized as 
having been performed at ≤13 weeks’ gestation or at >13 weeks’ 
gestation because of differences in surgical technique at these 
gestational ages (17). Finally, because intrauterine instillations 
are unlikely to be performed early in gestation (18), abortions 
reported to have been performed by intrauterine instillation 
at ≤12 weeks’ gestation are excluded from calculation of 
the percentage of abortions by known method type and are 
grouped with unknown type. The cutoff of ≤12 weeks was 
selected because this procedure is unlikely to be performed at 
earlier gestational ages.

Measures of Abortion
Four measures of abortion are presented in this report: 1) the 

number of abortions in a given population, 2) the percentage 
of abortions among women by selected characteristics, 3) the 

abortion rate (number of abortions per 1,000 women within 
a given population), and 4) the abortion ratio (number of 
abortions per 1,000 live births within a given population). 
Abortion rates adjust for differences in population size. 
Abortion ratios measure the relative number of pregnancies 
in a population that end in abortion compared with live birth.

The U.S. Census Bureau estimates of the resident female 
population were used as the denominator for calculating 
abortion rates (19–28). Overall abortion rates were calculated 
from the population of women aged 15–44 years living in the 
reporting areas that provided continuously reported data. For 
adolescents aged <15 years, abortion rates were calculated using 
the number of adolescents aged 13–14 years; for women aged 
≥40 years, abortion rates were calculated using the number 
of women aged 40–44 years. For the calculation of abortion 
ratios, live birth data were obtained from CDC natality files 
and included births to women of all ages living in the reporting 
areas that provided abortion data (29,30). For calculation of 
the total abortion rates and total ratios only, women with 
unknown data on selected characteristics (e.g., age, race/
ethnicity, and marital status) were distributed according to the 
distribution of abortions among those with known information 
on the characteristic. For calculation of totals only, abortions 
for women with an unknown gestational age of pregnancy 
but known method type were distributed according to the 
distribution of abortions among those with known information 
on method type by gestational age to the following categories: 
surgical, ≤13 weeks’ gestation; surgical, >13 weeks’ gestation; 
medical ≤9 weeks’ gestation; and medical >9 weeks’ gestation.

Data Presentation and Analysis
This report provides aggregate and reporting area–specific 

abortion numbers, rates, and ratios for the 49 areas that 
reported to CDC for 2019, which excluded California, 
Maryland, and New Hampshire. In addition, this report 
describes characteristics of women who obtained abortions in 
2019. The data in this report are presented by the reporting 
area in which the abortions were performed.

The completeness and quality of data received vary by year 
and by variable; this report only describes the characteristics 
of women obtaining abortions in reporting areas that met 
CDC reporting standards (i.e., reported at least 20 abortions 
overall, provided data categorized in accordance with 
requested variables, and had <15% unknown values for a 
given characteristic). Cells with a value in the range of 1–4 or 
cells that would allow for calculation of these values have been 
suppressed in this report to maintain confidentiality in tables 
presented by reporting area of occurrence.
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Trends in the number, rate, and ratio of reported abortions 
and annual data are presented for the 48 areas that reported 
every year during 2010–2019. The percentage change in 
abortion measures from the most recent past year (2018 to 
2019) and during the 10-year period of analysis (2010 to 2019) 
were calculated for these 48 reporting areas.

Trends are also reported for abortions by age group, weeks 
of gestation, and early medical abortions (≤9 completed 
weeks’ gestation). Annual data are presented for areas that 
met reporting standards every year during 2010–2019; the 
percentage change was calculated from the beginning to the 
end of the 10-year period of analysis (2010–2019), in 5-year 
increments from the beginning to the end of the first and 
second halves of this period (2010–2014 and 2015–2019), and 
from the most recent past year (2018 to 2019). Consistent with 
previous reports (5), key findings for trends are presented to 
highlight observed changes over time and differences between 
groups. Trends for early medical abortions are reported to 
monitor any changes in clinical practice that might have 
occurred with the accumulation of evidence on the safety and 
effectiveness of medical abortion past 63 days of gestation 
(8 completed weeks’ gestation) (31), changes in professional 
practice guidelines published in 2013 and 2014 (32,33), and 
the 2016 FDA extension of the gestational age limit for the 
use of mifepristone for early medical abortion from 63 days 
to 70 days (9 completed weeks’ gestation) (34). No statistical 
testing was performed. Comparisons do not imply statistical 
significance, and lack of comment regarding the difference 
between values does not imply that no statistically significant 
difference exists.

Data from reporting areas are not included in trends if the data 
did not meet reporting standards every year during 2010–2019. 
As a result, aggregate measures for 2019 in trend analyses might 
differ from the point estimates reported for 2019.

Abortion Mortality
CDC has reported data on abortion-related deaths 

periodically since information on abortion mortality first was 
included in the 1972 abortion surveillance report (5,35). An 
abortion-related death is defined as a death resulting from 
a direct complication of an abortion (legal or illegal), an 
indirect complication caused by a chain of events initiated 
by an abortion, or an aggravation of a preexisting condition 
by the physiologic or psychologic effects of abortion (36). 
An abortion is categorized as legal when it is performed by a 
licensed clinician within the limits of state law.

Since 1987, CDC has monitored abortion-related deaths 
through PMSS (37). Sources of data to identify abortion-
related deaths have included state vital records; media reports, 

including computerized searches of full-text newspaper and 
other print media databases; and individual case reports by 
public health agencies, including maternal mortality review 
committees, health care providers and provider organizations, 
private citizens, and citizen groups. For each death that is 
possibly related to abortion, CDC requests clinical records and 
autopsy reports. Two medical epidemiologists independently 
review these reports to determine the cause of death and 
whether the death was abortion related. Discrepancies are 
discussed and resolved by consensus. Each death is categorized 
by abortion type as legal induced, illegal induced, spontaneous, 
or unknown type.

This report provides PMSS data on induced abortion-related 
deaths that occurred in 2018, the most recent year for which 
PMSS data are available. Data on induced abortion-related 
deaths that occurred during 1972–2017 have been published 
(1,5,38). For 1998–2018, abortion surveillance data reported 
to CDC cannot be used alone to calculate national case-fatality 
rates for legal induced abortions (number of legal induced 
abortion-related deaths per 100,000 reported legal induced 
abortions in the United States) because eight reporting areas 
did not report abortion data every year during this period 
(Alaska, 1998–2000; California, 1998–2018; District of 
Columbia, 2016; Louisiana, 2005; Maryland, 2007–2018; 
New Hampshire, 1998–2018; Oklahoma, 1998–1999; and 
West Virginia, 2003–2004). Thus, denominator data for 
calculation of national legal induced abortion case-fatality rates 
were obtained from a published report by the Guttmacher 
Institute that includes estimated total numbers of abortions in 
the United States from a national survey of abortion-providing 
facilities (6). For 2018, the case-fatality rate was calculated 
using denominator data for 2017, the most recent year for 
which data from the Guttmacher Institute are available. 
Because rates determined on the basis of a numerator of 
<20 deaths are unstable (39), national case-fatality rates for 
legal induced abortion were calculated for consecutive 5-year 
periods during 1973–2012 and then for a consecutive 6-year 
period during 2013–2018.

Results
Total Abortions Reported to  

CDC by Occurrence
Among the 49 reporting areas that provided data for 

2019, a total of 629,898 abortions were reported. Of these 
abortions, 625,346 (99.3%) were from 48 reporting areas 
that provided data every year during 2010–2019. In 2019, 
these continuously reporting areas had an abortion rate 
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of 11.4 abortions per 1,000 women aged 
15–44 years and an abortion ratio of 195 
abortions per 1,000 live births (Table 1). From 
2018 to 2019, the total number of reported 
abortions increased 2% (from 614,820 total 
abortions), the abortion rate increased 0.9% 
(from 11.3 abortions per 1,000 women aged 
15–44 years), and the abortion ratio increased 
3% (from 189 abortions per 1,000 live births). 
From 2010 to 2019, the total number of 
reported abortions decreased 18% (from 
762,755), the abortion rate decreased 21% 
(from 14.4 abortions per 1,000 women aged 
15–44 years), and the abortion ratio decreased 
13% (from 225 abortions per 1,000 live 
births) (Figure).

In 2019, a considerable range existed in 
abortion rates by reporting area of occurrence 
(from 0.3 to 27.2 abortions per 1,000 women 
aged 15–44 years in Wyoming and New York 
City) and abortion ratios (from 5 to 501 
abortions per 1,000 live births in Wyoming 
and the District of Columbia) (Table 2). The 
percentage of abortions obtained by out-of-state residents also 
varied among reporting areas (from 0.5% in Arizona to 68.7% 
in the District of Columbia). Overall, 0.9% of abortions were 
reported to CDC with unknown residence.

Age Group, Race/Ethnicity,  
and Marital Status

Among the 49 areas that reported abortion numbers by 
women’s age for 2019, women in their 20s accounted for the 
majority (56.9%) of abortions (Table 3). Women aged 20–24 
and 25–29 years accounted for the highest percentages of 
abortions (27.6% and 29.3%, respectively) and had the highest 
abortion rates (19.0 and 18.6 abortions per 1,000 women 
aged 20–24 and 25–29 years, respectively). By contrast, those 
in the youngest (<15 years) and oldest (≥40 years) age groups 
accounted for the smallest percentages of abortions (0.2% and 
3.7%) and had the lowest abortion rates (0.4 and 2.7 abortions 
per 1,000 women aged <15 and ≥40 years). However, abortion 
ratios in 2019 were highest among adolescents (873 and 
348 abortions per 1,000 live births among those aged <15 years 
and 15–19 years) and lowest among women aged 25–39 years 
(194, 132, and 145 abortions per 1,000 live births among those 
aged 25–29, 30–34, and 35–39 years, respectively).

Among the 44 reporting areas that provided data each year by 
women’s age for 2010–2019, this pattern across age groups was 
stable, with the majority of abortions and the highest abortion 

FIGURE. Number, rate,* and ratio† of abortions performed, by year — selected reporting 
areas,§ United States, 2010–2019
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rates occurring among women aged 20–29 years and the lowest 
percentages of abortions and abortion rates occurring among 
those in the youngest and oldest age groups (Table 4). From 
2010 to 2019, abortion rates decreased among all age groups, 
although the decreases for adolescents (60% and 50% for 
adolescents aged <15 and 15–19 years) were greater than the 
decreases for all older age groups. From 2010 to 2014, the 
abortion rates decreased for all age groups, and from 2015 to 
2019, the abortion rates decreased or did not change for all age 
groups except women aged 30–34 years and ≥40 years. From 
2018 to 2019, abortion rates decreased or did not change for 
women aged ≤24 years; however, the abortion rate increased 
among those aged ≥25 years. During 2010–2019, abortion 
ratios decreased or did not change among all age groups, except 
for adolescents aged <15 years. The abortion ratio decreased 
for all age groups from 2010 to 2014; however, from 2015 to 
2019, abortion ratios only decreased for women aged ≥35 years. 
From 2018 to 2019, abortion ratios increased for all age groups, 
except adolescents aged <15 years, for which it decreased.

Among the 47 areas that reported age by individual year 
among adolescents for 2019, adolescents aged 18–19 years 
accounted for the majority (70.2%) of adolescent abortions 
and had the highest adolescent abortion rates (8.6 and 
12.2 abortions per 1,000 adolescents aged 18 and 19 years, 
respectively) (Table 5). Adolescents aged <15 years accounted 
for the smallest percentage of adolescent abortions (2.6%) 
and had the lowest adolescent abortion rate (0.4 abortions 
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per 1,000 adolescents aged 13–14 years). In 2019, the 
abortion ratio for adolescents was highest among adolescents 
aged <15 years (853 abortions per 1,000 live births) and was 
lowest among adolescents aged 17–19 years (344, 358, and 
294 abortions per 1,000 live births among adolescents aged 
17, 18, and 19 years).

Among the 30 areas that reported race by ethnicity data for 
2019, non-Hispanic White women and non-Hispanic Black 
women accounted for the largest percentages of all abortions 
(33.4% and 38.4%, respectively), and Hispanic women and 
non-Hispanic women in the other race category accounted for 
smaller percentages (21.0% and 7.2%, respectively) (Table 6). 
Non-Hispanic White women had the lowest abortion rate 
(6.6 abortions per 1,000 women) and ratio (117 abortions 
per 1,000 live births), and non-Hispanic Black women had 
the highest abortion rate (23.8 abortions per 1,000 women) 
and ratio (386 abortions per 1,000 live births).

Among the 42 areas that reported by marital status for 2019, 
14.5% of women who obtained an abortion were married, 
and 85.5% were unmarried (Table 7). The abortion ratio was 
46 abortions per 1,000 live births for married women and 
394 abortions per 1,000 live births for unmarried women.

Previous Live Births and Previous  
Induced Abortions

Among the 45 areas that reported the number of previous 
live births for 2019, 40.2%, 24.5%, 20.0%, 9.2%, and 6.0% 
of women had zero, one, two, three, or four or more previous 
live births (Table 8). Among the 44 areas that reported the 
number of previous induced abortions for 2019, the majority 
of women (58.2%) had previously had no abortions, 23.8% 
had previously had one abortion, 10.5% had previously had 
two abortions, and 7.5% had previously had three or more 
abortions (Table 9).

Weeks of Gestation and Method Type
Among the 43 areas that reported gestational age at the time 

of abortion for 2019, 79.3% of abortions were performed at 
≤9 weeks’ gestation, and nearly all (92.7%) were performed 
at ≤13 weeks’ gestation (Table 10). Fewer abortions were 
performed at 14–20 weeks’ gestation (6.2%) or at ≥21 weeks’ 
gestation (<1.0%). Among the 34 reporting areas that 
provided data every year on gestational age for 2010–2019, 
the percentage of abortions performed at ≤13 weeks’ gestation 
changed negligibly, from 91.9% to 92.0% (Table 11). However, 
within this gestational age range, a shift occurred toward earlier 
gestational ages, with the percentage of abortions performed 
at ≤6 weeks’ gestation increasing 8% and the percentage of 

abortions performed at 7–9 weeks’ and 10–13 weeks’ gestation 
decreasing 0.5% and 14%, respectively.

Among the 47 areas that reported by method type for 2019 
and included medical abortion on their reporting form, 49.0% 
of abortions were surgical abortions at ≤13 weeks’ gestation, 
42.3% were early medical abortions (a nonsurgical abortion at 
≤9 weeks’ gestation), 7.2% were surgical abortions at >13 weeks’ 
gestation, and 1.4% were medical abortions at >9 weeks’ 
gestation; other methods, including intrauterine instillation 
and hysterectomy/hysterotomy, were both uncommon (<0.1%) 
(Table 12). During 2010−2019, 35 reporting areas (excludes 
Alabama, Arizona, California, Delaware, District of Columbia, 
Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, New 
Hampshire, New Mexico, Tennessee, Vermont, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming) provided continuous data and included medical 
abortion on their reporting form. Among these 35 areas, use 
of early medical abortion increased 10% from 2018 to 2019 
(from 37.5% of abortions to 41.1%) and 123% from 2010 
to 2019 (from 18.4% of abortions to 41.1%). 

Among the 42 areas that reported abortions categorized by 
individual weeks of gestation and method type for 2019, surgical 
abortion accounted for the largest percentage of abortions within 
every gestational age category, except ≤6 weeks’ gestation (Table 13). 
At ≤6 weeks’ gestation, surgical abortion accounted for 41.3% of 
abortions. Surgical abortion accounted for 52.2% of abortions 
at 7–9 weeks’ gestation, 93.2% of abortions at 10–13 weeks’ 
gestation, 96.9%–99.2% of abortions at 14–20 weeks’ gestation, 
and 87.0% of abortions at ≥21 weeks’ gestation. In contrast, 
medical abortion accounted for 58.6% of abortions at ≤6 weeks’ 
gestation, 47.8% of abortions at 7–9 weeks’ gestation, 6.8% of 
abortions at 10–13 weeks’ gestation, 0.8%–2.3% of abortions at 
14–20 weeks’ gestation, and 11.6% of abortions at ≥21 weeks’ 
gestation. For each gestational age category as applicable, 
abortions performed by intrauterine instillation or hysterectomy/
hysterotomy were rare (<0.1%–1.3% of abortions).

Weeks of Gestation by Age Group  
and Race/Ethnicity

In selected reporting areas, abortions that were categorized by 
weeks of gestation were further categorized by age and by race/
ethnicity (Table 14). In every subgroup for these characteristics, 
the largest percentage of abortions occurred at ≤9 weeks’ 
gestation. In 43 reporting areas, by age, 61.3% of adolescents 
aged <15 years and 73.6% of adolescents aged 15–19 years 
obtained an abortion at ≤9 weeks’ gestation, compared with 
≥78.6% among women in older age groups. Conversely, 19.8% 
of adolescents aged <15 years and 9.6% of adolescents aged 
15–19 years obtained an abortion after 13 weeks’ gestation, 
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compared with 6.8%–7.5% for women in older age groups. In 
29 reporting areas, by race/ethnicity, 76.2% of non-Hispanic 
Black women obtained an abortion at ≤9 weeks’ gestation, 
compared with 80.6%–82.4% of women in other racial/ethnic 
groups. Differences in abortions after 13 weeks’ gestation across 
race/ethnicity were minimal (7.8% among non-Hispanic Black 
women, compared with 6.1%–7.7% among women in other 
racial/ethnic groups).

Abortion Mortality
Using national PMSS data (37), CDC identified two 

abortion-related deaths for 2018, the most recent year 
for which data were reviewed for abortion-related deaths 
(Table 15). Investigation of these cases indicated that both 
deaths were related to legal abortion.

The annual number of deaths related to legal induced 
abortion has fluctuated from year to year since 1973 (Table 15). 
Because of this variability and the limited number of deaths 
related to legal induced abortions every year, national case-
fatality rates for legal abortion were calculated for consecutive 
5-year periods during 1973–2012 and then for a consecutive 
6-year period during 2013–2018. The national case-fatality 
rate for legal induced abortion for 2013–2018 was 0.41 deaths 
related to legal induced abortions per 100,000 reported legal 
abortions. This case-fatality rate was lower than the rates for 
the previous 5-year periods.

Discussion
For 2019, a total of 629,898 abortions were reported to CDC 

by 49 areas. Of these reporting areas, 48 submitted data every 
year for 2010–2019, thus providing the information necessary 
for consistently reporting trends. Among these 48 areas, for 
2019, the abortion rate was 11.4 abortions per 1,000 women 
aged 15–44 years, and the abortion ratio was 195 abortions 
per 1,000 live births. From 2018 to 2019, the number of 
abortions increased 2%, the abortion rate increased 0.9%, 
and the abortion ratio increased 3%. Although the rate of 
reported abortions declined overall from 2010 to 2019, after 
reaching a historic low in 2017, the abortion rates increased 
overall between 2017 and 2019.

Approximately 18% of all pregnancies in the United States 
end in induced abortion (6). Multiple factors influence the 
incidence of abortion, including access to health care services 
and contraception (40–43); the availability of abortion 
providers (4,6,44–47); state regulations, such as mandatory 
waiting periods (48–50), parental involvement laws (51,52), 
and legal restrictions on abortion providers (53–57); and 

changes in the economy and the resulting impact on family 
planning decisions and contraceptive use (58).

Among areas that reported data continuously by age during 
2010–2019, women in their 20s accounted for the majority 
of abortions and had the highest abortion rates, whereas 
adolescents aged <15 years had the lowest abortion rates, and 
adolescents aged <15 years and 15−19 years had the highest 
abortion ratios. During 2010–2019, women aged ≥40 years 
accounted for a relatively small proportion of reported 
abortions (3.4%–3.7%). However, the abortion ratio among 
women aged ≥40 years continues to be higher than among 
women aged 25–39 years. These data underscore important 
age differences in abortion measures.

The trends in adolescent abortions described in this report 
are important for monitoring trends in adolescent pregnancies 
in the United States. From 2010 to 2019, national birth data 
indicate that the birth rate for adolescents aged 15–19 years 
decreased 51% (30), and the data in this report indicate that 
the abortion rate for the same age group decreased 50%. These 
findings highlight that decreases in adolescent births in the 
United States have been accompanied by large decreases in 
adolescent abortions (30).

As in previous years, abortion rates and ratios differ across 
racial/ethnic groups. For example, in 2019, compared with 
non-Hispanic White women, abortion rates and ratios were 
3.6 and 3.3 times higher among non-Hispanic Black women 
and 1.8 and 1.5 times higher among Hispanic women. Similar 
differences have been demonstrated in other U.S.-based studies 
(2,7–10,59). The factors leading to higher abortion rates 
among certain racial/ethnic minority groups are complex. 
In addition to disparities in rates of unintended pregnancies, 
structural factors, including unequal access to quality family 
planning services (60,61), economic disadvantage, and distrust 
of the medical system (62), might contribute to observed 
differences. Strategies are needed to address these broader 
structural inequities.

In 2019, the majority of abortions occurred early in gestation 
(≤9 weeks), when the risks for complications are lowest 
(63–66). In addition, over the past 10 years, approximately 
three fourths of abortions were performed at ≤9 weeks’ 
gestation, and this percentage increased from 74.8% in 2010 
to 77.4% in 2019. Moreover, among areas that reported 
abortions at ≤13 weeks’ gestation by individual week, the 
distribution of abortions by gestational age continued to 
shift toward earlier weeks of gestation, with the percentage of 
early abortions performed at ≤6 weeks’ gestation increasing 
from 34.7% in 2010 to 37.5% in 2019. Previous research 
indicates that the distribution of abortions by gestational age 
differs by various sociodemographic characteristics (67–69). 
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In this report, the percentage of adolescents aged ≤19 years 
who obtained abortions at >13 weeks’ gestation was higher 
than the percentage of abortions obtained among older age 
groups. The gestational age when abortions are performed 
might be influenced by multiple factors, including state 
abortion restrictions, accurate estimation of gestational age, 
income level, age, and presence of pregnancy-related health 
conditions (48,59,66,68–73).

Changes in abortion practices have facilitated the trend of 
obtaining abortions earlier in pregnancy. Research conducted 
in the United States during the 1970s indicated that surgical 
abortion procedures performed at ≤6 weeks’ gestation, 
compared with 7–12 weeks’ gestation, were less likely to result 
in successful termination of the pregnancy (74). However, 
subsequent advances in technology (e.g., improved transvaginal 
ultrasonography and sensitivity of pregnancy tests) have 
allowed very early surgical abortions to be performed with 
completion rates exceeding 97% (75–78). Likewise, the 
development of early medical abortion regimens has allowed for 
abortions to be performed early in gestation, with completion 
rates for regimens that combine mifepristone and misoprostol 
reaching 96%–98% (78–81). Among those that were eligible 
(≤9 weeks’ gestation), 53.7% were reported as early medical 
abortions. Moreover, among areas that reported by method 
type and included medical abortion on their reporting form, 
the percentage of all abortions performed by early medical 
abortion increased 123% from 2010 to 2019.

Because the annual number of deaths related to legal induced 
abortion is small and statistically unstable, case-fatality rates 
were calculated for consecutive 5-year periods during 1973–
2012 and then for a consecutive 6-year period during 2013–
2018. The national case-fatality rate for legal induced abortion 
for 2013–2018 was 0.41 deaths per 100,000 abortions; since 
the late 1970s, all rates for the preceding 5-year periods have 
been fewer than 1 death per 100,000 abortions, demonstrating 
the low risk for death associated with legal induced abortion.

Limitations
The findings in this report are subject to at least four 

limitations. First, because reporting to CDC is voluntary and 
reporting requirements vary by the individual reporting areas 
(13), CDC is unable to report the total number of abortions 
performed in the United States. Of the 52 areas from which 
CDC requested data for 2019, California, Maryland, and 
New Hampshire did not submit abortion data. In 2017, the 
most recent year for which data are available through the 
Guttmacher Institute’s national survey of abortion-providing 
facilities, abortions performed in these states accounted for 

approximately 19% of all abortions in the United States (6). 
In addition, New Jersey did not have abortion reporting 
requirements to a centralized health agency during the period 
covered in this report (12), which potentially affects the 
representativeness of data provided to CDC. Some reporting 
areas (the District of Columbia and Wyoming) implemented 
new legislation that could improve reporting of 2019 abortion 
data. Nonetheless, even in reporting areas that legally require 
clinicians to submit a report for every abortion they perform, 
enforcement of this requirement varies.

Second, many states use abortion reporting forms that 
differ from the technical guidance that CDC developed in 
collaboration with the National Association for Public Health 
Statistics and Information Systems. Consequently, some 
reporting areas do not collect all variables requested by CDC 
(e.g., age and race/ethnicity) or do not report the data in a 
manner consistent with this guidance (e.g., gestational age). 
Missing demographic information can reduce the extent to 
which the statistics in this report represent women who have 
had abortions. Findings in this report on the age of women 
seeking abortions were generally similar to previously published 
data from Guttmacher Institute’s national survey of abortion 
patients in 2014, although the percentage of abortions among 
non-Hispanic Black women was lower and among Hispanic 
women was higher compared with data provided to CDC 
(82). Differences might be attributable to the fact that only 
30 reporting areas reported race/ethnicity data to CDC that met 
CDC’s reporting standards. Some areas that either do not report 
to CDC (e.g., California) or do not report race/ethnicity data 
(e.g., Illinois) have sufficiently large populations of racial/ethnic 
minority groups that the absence of data from these areas likely 
reduces the representativeness of CDC data for these variables. 
In addition, some areas collect gestational age data that are based 
on estimated date of conception or probable postfertilization 
age, which are not consistent with medical conventions for 
gestational age reporting. Without medical guidance on how to 
report these data, the validity and reliability of gestational age 
for these reporting areas is uncertain.

Third, abortion data are compiled and reported to CDC by 
the central health agency of the reporting area in which the 
abortion was performed rather than the reporting area in which 
the person lived. Thus, the available population (19–28) and 
birth data (29,30), which are organized by the states in which 
women live, might differ from the population of women who 
undergo abortions in a given reporting area. This likely results 
in an overestimation of abortions for reporting areas in which 
a higher percentage of abortions are obtained by out-of-state 
residents and an underestimation of abortions for reporting 
areas where residents more frequently obtain abortions out 
of state. Limited abortion services, stringent regulatory 
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requirements for obtaining an abortion, or geographic 
proximity to services in another state might influence where 
women obtain abortion services (83).

Finally, CDC reporting of sociodemographic characteristics 
of women obtaining abortions is limited to data collected on 
jurisdiction reporting forms. Therefore, examining additional 
demographic variables (e.g., socioeconomic status) is not possible.

Public Health Implications
Ongoing surveillance of legal induced abortion is important 

for several reasons. First, abortion surveillance can be used 
to help evaluate programs aimed at promoting equitable 
access to patient-centered contraceptive care in the United 
States to reduce unintended pregnancies. Cost, inadequate 
provider reimbursement and training, insufficient patient-
centered counseling, lack of youth-friendly services, and 
low client awareness of available contraceptive methods are 
reported barriers to accessing contraception (40–42,84–90). 
Reducing these barriers might help ensure equitable access to 
patient-centered contraceptive care and promote equitable 
reproductive health in the United States (91).

Second, routine abortion surveillance is needed to assess 
trends in clinical practice patterns over time. Information in 
this report on the number of abortions performed through 
different methods (e.g., medical or surgical) and at different 
gestational ages provides the denominator data that are 
necessary for analyses of the relative safety of abortion practices 
(38). Finally, information on the number of pregnancies ending 
in abortion is needed in conjunction with data on births and 
fetal losses to estimate the number of pregnancies in the United 
States and determine rates for various outcomes of public health 
importance (e.g., adolescent pregnancies) (11).
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TABLE 1. Number, percentage, rate,* and ratio† of reported 
abortions — selected reporting areas, United States, 2010–2019

Year

Selected reporting areas§ Continuously reporting areas¶

No. No. (%)** Rate Ratio

2010 765,651 762,755 (99.6) 14.4 225
2011 730,322 727,554 (99.6) 13.7 217
2012 699,202 696,587 (99.6) 13.1 208
2013 664,435 661,874 (99.6) 12.4 198
2014 652,639 649,849 (99.6) 12.1 192
2015 638,169 636,902 (99.8) 11.8 188
2016 623,471 623,471 (100.0) 11.6 186
2017 612,719 609,095 (99.4) 11.2 185
2018 619,591 614,820 (99.2) 11.3 189
2019 629,898 625,346 (99.3) 11.4 195

 * Number of abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years.
 † Number of abortions per 1,000 live births.
 § For each given year, excludes reporting areas that did not report that year’s 

abortion numbers to CDC: California (2010–2019), District of Columbia (2016), 
Maryland (2010–2019), and New Hampshire (2010–2019).

 ¶ For all years, excludes reporting areas that did not report abortion numbers 
every year during the period of analysis (2010–2019): California, District of 
Columbia, Maryland, and New Hampshire.

 ** Abortions from areas that reported every year during 2010–2019 as a 
percentage of all reported abortions for a given year. 
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TABLE 2. Number, rate,* and ratio† of reported abortions, by reporting area of occurrence and number of abortions obtained by out-of-state 
residents§ — United States, 2019¶

State/Area

Abortions reported by area of occurrence** Abortions obtained by out-of-state residents

No. Rate Ratio No. (%)

Alabama 6,009 6.3 103 1,040 (17.3)
Alaska 1,270 8.8 129 19 (1.5)
Arizona 13,097 9.4 165 67 (0.5)
Arkansas 2,963 5.1 81 338 (11.4)
Colorado 9,002 7.6 143 946 (10.5)
Connecticut 9,202 13.7 269 334 (3.6)
Delaware 2,042 11.3 193 277 (13.6)
District of Columbia 4,552 23.9 501 3,126 (68.7)
Florida 71,914 18.5 327 2,256 (3.1)
Georgia 36,907 16.9 292 6,500 (17.6)
Hawaii 2,003 7.6 119 49 (2.4)
Idaho 1,513 4.4 69 78 (5.2)
Illinois 46,517 18.6 332 7,534 (16.2)
Indiana 7,637 5.8 94 618 (8.1)
Iowa 3,566 6.0 95 490 (13.7)
Kansas 6,894 12.3 195 3,372 (48.9)
Kentucky 3,664 4.3 69 643 (17.5)
Louisiana 8,144 8.8 138 1,358 (16.7)
Maine 2,021 8.7 172 107 (5.3)
Massachusetts 18,593 13.3 269 631 (3.4)
Michigan 27,339 14.6 253 1,435 (5.2)
Minnesota 9,940 9.2 151 888 (8.9)
Mississippi 3,194 5.5 87 335 (10.5)
Missouri 1,471 1.2 20 128 (8.7)
Montana 1,568 8.0 142 169 (10.8)
Nebraska 2,068 5.5 84 267 (12.9)
Nevada 8,414 14.0 240 434 (5.2)
New Jersey†† 22,178 13.2 223 1,309 (5.9)
New Mexico 3,942 9.9 172 939 (23.8)
New York 78,587 20.3 355 6,989 (8.9)

New York City 49,784 27.2 472 4,668 (9.4)
New York State 28,803 14.1 248 2,321 (8.1)

North Carolina 28,450 13.8 240 5,079 (17.9)
North Dakota 1,121 7.6 107 289 (25.8)
Ohio 20,102 9.1 150 1,186 (5.9)
Oklahoma 4,995 6.4 102 407 (8.1)
Oregon 8,688 10.5 208 795 (9.2)
Pennsylvania 31,018 13.0 231 2,222 (7.2)
Rhode Island 2,099 10.1 206 274 (13.1)
South Carolina 5,101 5.2 89 312 (6.1)
South Dakota 414 2.6 36 82 (19.8)
Tennessee 9,719 7.3 121 1,823 (18.8)
Texas 57,275 9.5 152 1,303 (2.3)
Utah 2,922 4.2 62 146 (5.0)
Vermont 1,195 10.4 223 265 (22.2)
Virginia 15,601 9.2 160 867 (5.6)
Washington 17,262 11.4 203 848 (4.9)
West Virginia 1,183 3.8 65 168 (14.2)
Wisconsin 6,511 6.0 103 139 (2.1)
Wyoming 31 0.3 5 5 (16.1)
Total 629,898 NA NA NA

Abbreviation: NA = not applicable. 
 * Number of abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years.
 † Number of abortions per 1,000 live births.
 § Additional details on the reporting area in which abortions were provided, cross-tabulated by the state/area of residence, are available at https://www.cdc.gov/

reproductivehealth/data_stats/Abortion.htm.
 ¶ Data from 49 reporting areas; excludes three reporting areas (California, Maryland, and New Hampshire) that did not report or did not meet reporting standards.
 ** The total abortions include those with known and unknown residence status.
 †† Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/Abortion.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/Abortion.htm
ruo0
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Change to 4,166 (5.3)
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TABLE 3. Number of reported abortions, by known age group and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2019

State/Area

Age group (yrs) Total abortions 
reported by 
known age<15 15–19 20–24 25–29 30–34 35–39 ≥40

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

No. (% of all 
reported 

abortions)§

Alabama 23 (0.4) 526 (8.8) 1,807 (30.1) 1,783 (29.7) 1,119 (18.6) 565 (9.4) 183 (3.0) 6,006 (100.0)
Alaska —¶ 123 (9.7) 351 (27.6) 363 (28.6) 246 (19.4) 137 (10.8) —¶ 1,270 (100.0)
Arizona 19 (0.1) 1,163 (8.9) 3,932 (30.0) 3,631 (27.7) 2,446 (18.7) 1,420 (10.8) 482 (3.7) 13,093 (100.0)
Arkansas 10 (0.3) 294 (9.9) 892 (30.1) 901 (30.4) 513 (17.3) 260 (8.8) 90 (3.0) 2,960 (99.9)
Colorado 27 (0.3) 812 (9.0) 2,596 (28.9) 2,557 (28.4) 1,735 (19.3) 948 (10.5) 319 (3.5) 8,994 (99.9)
Connecticut 20 (0.2) 788 (8.7) 2,382 (26.3) 2,600 (28.8) 1,885 (20.9) 1,042 (11.5) 323 (3.6) 9,040 (98.2)
Delaware 8 (0.4) 240 (11.8) 575 (28.2) 574 (28.1) 388 (19.0) 209 (10.2) 48 (2.4) 2,042 (100.0)
District of Columbia 10 (0.2) 386 (8.5) 1,262 (27.7) 1,388 (30.5) 870 (19.1) 483 (10.6) 152 (3.3) 4,551 (100.0)
Florida 118 (0.2) 5,231 (7.3) 18,889 (26.5) 20,741 (29.1) 15,051 (21.1) 8,425 (11.8) 2,907 (4.1) 71,362 (99.2)
Georgia 71 (0.2) 2,832 (7.7) 10,185 (27.6) 11,361 (30.8) 7,254 (19.7) 3,932 (10.7) 1,272 (3.4) 36,907 (100.0)
Hawaii 6 (0.3) 190 (9.5) 549 (27.4) 546 (27.3) 381 (19.0) 238 (11.9) 93 (4.6) 2,003 (100.0)
Idaho —¶ 187 (12.4) 477 (31.5) 378 (25.0) 252 (16.7) 161 (10.6) —¶ 1,512 (99.9)
Illinois** 75 (0.2) 3,492 (9.1) 10,960 (28.4) 11,819 (30.6) 7,166 (18.6) 3,813 (9.9) 1,255 (3.3) 38,580 (99.5)
Indiana 18 (0.2) 768 (10.1) 2,324 (30.4) 2,168 (28.4) 1,354 (17.7) 745 (9.8) 260 (3.4) 7,637 (100.0)
Iowa 12 (0.3) 357 (10.0) 957 (26.8) 1,000 (28.1) 679 (19.0) 401 (11.2) 159 (4.5) 3,565 (100.0)
Kansas 12 (0.2) 632 (9.2) 2,148 (31.2) 1,932 (28.0) 1,239 (18.0) 692 (10.0) 239 (3.5) 6,894 (100.0)
Kentucky 11 (0.3) 294 (8.0) 1,071 (29.2) 1,069 (29.2) 719 (19.6) 384 (10.5) 116 (3.2) 3,664 (100.0)
Louisiana 26 (0.3) 726 (8.9) 2,302 (28.3) 2,521 (31.0) 1,534 (18.8) 782 (9.6) 253 (3.1) 8,144 (100.0)
Maine 5 (0.2) 198 (9.8) 585 (29.0) 534 (26.4) 381 (18.9) 254 (12.6) 63 (3.1) 2,020 (100.0)
Massachusetts 28 (0.2) 1,306 (7.0) 4,613 (24.8) 5,313 (28.6) 4,028 (21.7) 2,390 (12.9) 910 (4.9) 18,588 (100.0)
Michigan 51 (0.2) 2,328 (8.6) 7,538 (27.7) 8,697 (32.0) 5,201 (19.1) 2,545 (9.4) 831 (3.1) 27,191 (99.5)
Minnesota 26 (0.3) 823 (8.3) 2,693 (27.1) 2,837 (28.6) 2,015 (20.3) 1,205 (12.1) 336 (3.4) 9,935 (99.9)
Mississippi 7 (0.2) 295 (9.2) 970 (30.4) 1,003 (31.4) 574 (18.0) 276 (8.6) 69 (2.2) 3,194 (100.0)
Missouri 5 (0.3) 141 (9.6) 422 (28.7) 436 (29.6) 253 (17.2) 156 (10.6) 58 (3.9) 1,471 (100.0)
Montana 5 (0.3) 157 (10.0) 458 (29.2) 454 (29.0) 269 (17.2) 161 (10.3) 64 (4.1) 1,568 (100.0)
Nebraska 7 (0.3) 187 (9.0) 625 (30.2) 534 (25.8) 400 (19.3) 234 (11.3) 81 (3.9) 2,068 (100.0)
Nevada 19 (0.2) 691 (8.6) 2,200 (27.2) 2,257 (27.9) 1,630 (20.2) 918 (11.4) 363 (4.5) 8,078 (96.0)
New Jersey†† 50 (0.2) 1,958 (8.8) 5,648 (25.5) 6,497 (29.3) 4,462 (20.1) 2,604 (11.7) 959 (4.3) 22,178 (100.0)
New Mexico 22 (0.6) 507 (13.8) 1,111 (30.3) 921 (25.1) 621 (16.9) 379 (10.3) 104 (2.8) 3,665 (93.0)
New York 186 (0.2) 6,919 (8.8) 20,238 (25.8) 22,267 (28.4) 16,014 (20.4) 9,438 (12.0) 3,386 (4.3) 78,448 (99.8)

New York City 109 (0.2) 4,052 (8.1) 12,471 (25.1) 14,159 (28.4) 10,414 (20.9) 6,260 (12.6) 2,318 (4.7) 49,783 (100.0)
New York State 77 (0.3) 2,867 (10.0) 7,767 (27.1) 8,108 (28.3) 5,600 (19.5) 3,178 (11.1) 1,068 (3.7) 28,665 (99.5)

North Carolina 60 (0.2) 2,252 (8.3) 7,768 (28.8) 8,270 (30.6) 5,095 (18.9) 2,687 (9.9) 880 (3.3) 27,012 (94.9)
North Dakota 0 (—) 121 (10.8) 349 (31.1) 326 (29.1) 189 (16.9) 107 (9.5) 29 (2.6) 1,121 (100.0)
Ohio 63 (0.3) 1,737 (8.6) 5,887 (29.3) 6,057 (30.1) 3,720 (18.5) 1,983 (9.9) 655 (3.3) 20,102 (100.0)
Oklahoma 89 (1.8) 440 (8.8) 1,517 (30.4) 1,384 (27.7) 901 (18.0) 491 (9.8) 172 (3.4) 4,994 (100.0)
Oregon 19 (0.2) 837 (9.6) 2,373 (27.3) 2,326 (26.8) 1,702 (19.6) 1,049 (12.1) 382 (4.4) 8,688 (100.0)
Pennsylvania 71 (0.2) 2,474 (8.0) 8,435 (27.2) 9,529 (30.7) 6,188 (19.9) 3,244 (10.5) 1,077 (3.5) 31,018 (100.0)
Rhode Island —¶ 185 (8.8) 611 (29.1) 584 (27.8) 411 (19.6) 222 (10.6) —¶ 2,098 (100.0)
South Carolina 10 (0.2) 499 (9.8) 1,403 (27.5) 1,500 (29.4) 961 (18.8) 544 (10.7) 184 (3.6) 5,101 (100.0)
South Dakota —¶ —¶ 129 (31.2) 117 (28.3) 61 (14.7) 45 (10.9) —¶ 414 (100.0)
Tennessee 17 (0.2) 830 (8.6) 2,884 (29.8) 2,982 (30.8) 1,791 (18.5) 913 (9.4) 275 (2.8) 9,692 (99.7)
Texas 106 (0.2) 5,041 (8.8) 16,647 (29.1) 16,327 (28.5) 10,907 (19.0) 6,152 (10.7) 2,095 (3.7) 57,275 (100.0)
Utah 6 (0.2) 371 (12.7) 915 (31.3) 761 (26.0) 470 (16.1) 305 (10.4) 94 (3.2) 2,922 (100.0)
Vermont —¶ 108 (9.1) 305 (25.6) 322 (27.0) 247 (20.7) 153 (12.8) —¶ 1,191 (99.7)
Virginia 25 (0.2) 1,108 (7.1) 4,162 (26.7) 4,626 (29.7) 3,186 (20.4) 1,869 (12.0) 605 (3.9) 15,581 (99.9)
Washington 32 (0.2) 1,647 (9.6) 4,598 (26.7) 4,723 (27.4) 3,367 (19.5) 2,095 (12.2) 765 (4.4) 17,227 (99.8)
West Virginia 8 (0.7) 115 (9.7) 377 (31.9) 320 (27.0) 194 (16.4) 136 (11.5) 33 (2.8) 1,183 (100.0)
Wisconsin 17 (0.3) 690 (10.6) 1,917 (29.4) 1,806 (27.7) 1,202 (18.5) 637 (9.8) 242 (3.7) 6,511 (100.0)
Wyoming —¶ —¶ 6 (19.4) 10 (32.3) 8 (25.8) 6 (19.4) —¶ 31 (100.0)
See table footnotes on the next page.
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TABLE 3. (Continued) Number of reported abortions, by known age group and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* United 
States, 2019

State/Area

Age group (yrs) Total abortions 
reported by 
known age<15 15–19 20–24 25–29 30–34 35–39 ≥40

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

No. (% of all 
reported 

abortions)§

Total 1,410 (0.2) 53,049 (8.6) 171,043 (27.6) 181,052 (29.3) 121,279 (19.6) 67,835 (11.0) 23,121 (3.7) 618,789 (99.5)§§

Abortion rate¶¶ 0.4 6.0 19.0 18.6 13.0 7.4 2.7 NA
Abortion ratio*** 873 348 275 194 132 145 224 NA

Abbreviation: NA = not applicable. 
 * Data from 49 reporting areas; excludes three reporting areas (California, Maryland, and New Hampshire) that did not report, did not report by age, or did not 

meet reporting standards.
 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known age divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown age. Values 

≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ¶ Cells with a value in the range of 1–4 or cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 ** Includes residents only.
 †† Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 §§ Percentage based on a total of 622,137 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for age; reporting standards for age were applied to 

abortions for residents of Illinois only. 
 ¶¶ Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 women in that same age group. Adolescents aged 13–14 years were used as the 

denominator for the group of adolescents aged <15 years, and women aged 40–44 years were used as the denominator for the group of women aged ≥40 years. 
For the total abortion rate only, abortions for women of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age. 

 *** Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 live births to women in that same age group. For the total abortion ratio only, abortions 
for women of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age.  
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TABLE 4. Percentage, rate,* and ratio† of reported abortions, by known age group and year — selected reporting areas,§ United States, 
2010–2019

Age 
group 
(yrs)

Year % Change

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2010 to 

2014
2015 to 

2019
2018 to 

2019
2010 to 

2019

Reported abortions by known age (%)
<15 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 −40.0 −33.3 0.0 −60.0
15–19 14.6 13.5 12.2 11.4 10.4 9.8 9.4 9.1 8.8 8.7 −28.8 −11.2 −1.1 −40.4
20–24 32.9 32.9 32.8 32.7 32.1 31.1 30.0 29.3 28.5 27.8 −2.4 −10.6 −2.5 −15.5
25–29 24.5 24.9 25.4 25.9 26.8 27.6 28.5 29.0 29.4 29.3 9.4 6.2 −0.3 19.6
30–34 15.3 15.8 16.4 16.8 17.2 17.7 18.0 18.3 18.8 19.4 12.4 9.6 3.2 26.8
35–39 8.9 8.9 9.1 9.2 9.7 10.0 10.3 10.5 10.7 10.8 9.0 8.0 0.9 21.3
≥40 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.7 5.9 2.8 5.7 8.8
Abortion rate
<15 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 −50.0 −20.0 0.0 −60.0
15–19 11.7 10.5 9.2 8.2 7.3 6.7 6.2 5.9 5.8 5.8 −37.6 −13.4 0.0 −50.4
20–24 26.8 25.0 23.3 21.9 20.9 19.9 19.0 18.4 18.2 18.1 −22.0 −9.0 −0.5 −32.5
25–29 20.2 19.5 18.9 18.2 18.1 17.9 17.7 17.3 17.6 17.8 −10.4 −0.6 1.1 −11.9
30–34 13.2 12.7 12.4 11.8 11.7 11.7 11.6 11.5 11.9 12.3 −11.4 5.1 3.4 −6.8
35–39 7.6 7.5 7.3 7.0 7.1 7.0 6.9 6.7 6.8 7.0 −6.6 0.0 2.9 −7.9
≥40 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.6 −10.7 4.0 4.0 −7.1
Abortion ratio 
<15 848 839 804 791 745 699 729 777 853 851 −12.1 21.7 −0.2 0.4
15–19 332 326 304 300 291 289 295 301 318 332 −12.3 14.9 4.4 0.0
20–24 291 284 272 262 256 250 249 249 256 260 −12.0 4.0 1.6 −10.7
25–29 184 178 174 169 167 167 169 171 178 183 −9.2 9.6 2.8 −0.5
30–34 138 132 128 122 116 115 113 114 119 124 −15.9 7.8 4.2 −10.1
35–39 171 165 158 148 145 140 136 134 135 137 −15.2 −2.1 1.5 −19.9
≥40 274 275 269 245 239 228 218 211 206 213 −12.8 −6.6 3.4 −22.3
Total 

(no.)¶,**
672,271 640,719 611,540 579,406 565,691 553,596 542,922 528,308 533,557 539,634 NA NA NA NA

Abbreviation: NA = not applicable. 
 * Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 women in that same age group. Adolescents aged 13–14 years were used as the denominator 

for the group of adolescents aged <15 years, and women aged 40–44 years were used as the denominator for the group of women aged ≥40 years. Abortions for 
women of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age. 

 † Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 live births to women in that same age group. Abortions for women of unknown age were 
distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age.

 § Data from 44 reporting areas; excludes eight reporting areas (California, District of Columbia, Florida, Maine, Maryland, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Wyoming) 
that did not report, did not report by age, or did not meet reporting standards for ≥1 year.

 ¶ By year, the total number of abortions represents 99.4%–99.7% of all abortions reported to CDC among the areas that met reporting standards for age during 
2010–2019; reporting standards for age were applied to abortions for residents of Illinois only. 

 ** The total number is different than previously reported because the totals by known age are presented and data for out-of-state residents were subsequently added 
for Wisconsin.   
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TABLE 5. Number of reported abortions among adolescents, by known age and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* 
United States, 2019

State/Area

Age group (yrs)

Total no.

<15 15 16 17 18 19

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Alabama 23 (4.2) 23 (4.2) 43 (7.8) 65 (11.8) 171 (31.1) 224 (40.8) 549
Alaska —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Arizona 19 (1.6) 40 (3.4) 79 (6.7) 150 (12.7) 367 (31.0) 527 (44.6) 1,182
Arkansas 10 (3.3) 22 (7.2) 33 (10.9) 36 (11.8) 87 (28.6) 116 (38.2) 304
Colorado 27 (3.2) 39 (4.6) 62 (7.4) 130 (15.5) 259 (30.9) 322 (38.4) 839
Delaware 8 (3.2) 12 (4.8) 21 (8.5) 43 (17.3) 70 (28.2) 94 (37.9) 248
District of Columbia 10 (2.5) 19 (4.8) 35 (8.8) 74 (18.7) 99 (25.0) 159 (40.2) 396
Florida 118 (2.2) 199 (3.7) 402 (7.5) 689 (12.9) 1,585 (29.6) 2,356 (44.0) 5,349
Georgia 71 (2.4) 115 (4.0) 209 (7.2) 383 (13.2) 860 (29.6) 1,265 (43.6) 2,903
Hawaii 6 (3.1) 9 (4.6) 15 (7.7) 31 (15.8) 48 (24.5) 87 (44.4) 196
Idaho —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Indiana 18 (2.3) 35 (4.5) 67 (8.5) 103 (13.1) 234 (29.8) 329 (41.9) 786
Iowa 12 (3.3) 24 (6.5) 36 (9.8) 49 (13.3) 108 (29.3) 140 (37.9) 369
Kansas 12 (1.9) 28 (4.3) 46 (7.1) 75 (11.6) 216 (33.5) 267 (41.5) 644
Kentucky 11 (3.6) 16 (5.2) 24 (7.9) 33 (10.8) 82 (26.9) 139 (45.6) 305
Louisiana 26 (3.5) 54 (7.2) 74 (9.8) 134 (17.8) 200 (26.6) 264 (35.1) 752
Maine 5 (2.5) 14 (6.9) 16 (7.9) 33 (16.3) 54 (26.6) 81 (39.9) 203
Massachusetts 28 (2.1) 43 (3.2) 100 (7.5) 169 (12.7) 383 (28.7) 611 (45.8) 1,334
Michigan 51 (2.1) 134 (5.6) 191 (8.0) 318 (13.4) 658 (27.7) 1,027 (43.2) 2,379
Minnesota 26 (3.1) 43 (5.1) 68 (8.0) 122 (14.4) 255 (30.0) 335 (39.5) 849
Mississippi 7 (2.3) 26 (8.6) 24 (7.9) 44 (14.6) 90 (29.8) 111 (36.8) 302
Missouri 5 (3.4) 15 (10.3) 12 (8.2) 27 (18.5) 37 (25.3) 50 (34.2) 146
Montana 5 (3.1) 10 (6.2) 17 (10.5) 26 (16.0) 42 (25.9) 62 (38.3) 162
Nebraska 7 (3.6) 10 (5.2) 15 (7.7) 34 (17.5) 37 (19.1) 91 (46.9) 194
Nevada 19 (2.7) 37 (5.2) 62 (8.7) 101 (14.2) 219 (30.8) 272 (38.3) 710
New Jersey¶ 50 (2.5) 84 (4.2) 206 (10.3) 344 (17.1) 539 (26.8) 785 (39.1) 2,008
New Mexico 22 (4.2) 34 (6.4) 65 (12.3) 93 (17.6) 120 (22.7) 195 (36.9) 529
New York 186 (2.6) 316 (4.4) 657 (9.2) 1,218 (17.1) 2,026 (28.5) 2,702 (38.0) 7,105

New York City 109 (2.6) 192 (4.6) 406 (9.8) 735 (17.7) 1,170 (28.1) 1,549 (37.2) 4,161
New York State 77 (2.6) 124 (4.2) 251 (8.5) 483 (16.4) 856 (29.1) 1,153 (39.2) 2,944

North Carolina 60 (2.6) 112 (4.8) 186 (8.0) 282 (12.2) 689 (29.8) 983 (42.5) 2,312
North Dakota 0 (—) 6 (5.0) 13 (10.7) 16 (13.2) 33 (27.3) 53 (43.8) 121
Ohio 63 (3.5) 89 (4.9) 147 (8.2) 239 (13.3) 516 (28.7) 746 (41.4) 1,800
Oklahoma 89 (16.8) 19 (3.6) 29 (5.5) 67 (12.7) 145 (27.4) 180 (34.0) 529
Oregon 19 (2.2) 35 (4.1) 76 (8.9) 136 (15.9) 218 (25.5) 372 (43.5) 856
Pennsylvania 71 (2.8) 116 (4.6) 224 (8.8) 346 (13.6) 736 (28.9) 1,052 (41.3) 2,545
Rhode Island —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

South Carolina 10 (2.0) 16 (3.1) 42 (8.3) 115 (22.6) 138 (27.1) 188 (36.9) 509
South Dakota —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Tennessee 17 (2.0) 38 (4.5) 76 (9.0) 108 (12.8) 238 (28.1) 370 (43.7) 847
Texas 106 (2.1) 213 (4.1) 426 (8.3) 677 (13.2) 1,449 (28.2) 2,276 (44.2) 5,147
Utah 6 (1.6) 13 (3.4) 23 (6.1) 49 (13.0) 119 (31.6) 167 (44.3) 377
Vermont —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Virginia 25 (2.2) 57 (5.0) 82 (7.2) 138 (12.2) 325 (28.7) 506 (44.7) 1,133
Washington 32 (1.9) 74 (4.4) 145 (8.6) 277 (16.5) 477 (28.4) 674 (40.1) 1,679
West Virginia 8 (6.5) 5 (4.1) 7 (5.7) 19 (15.4) 35 (28.5) 49 (39.8) 123
Wisconsin** 17 (2.5) 27 (4.0) 73 (10.8) 77 (11.4) 195 (28.8) 289 (42.6) 678
Wyoming —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

See table footnotes on the next page.
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TABLE 5. (Continued) Number of reported abortions among adolescents, by known age and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting 
areas,* United States, 2019

State/Area

Age group (yrs)

Total no.

<15 15 16 17 18 19

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Total 1,315 (2.6) 2,248 (4.5) 4,175 (8.3) 7,148 (14.3) 14,378 (28.7) 20,791 (41.5) 50,055

Abortion rate†† 0.4 1.4 2.6 4.4 8.6 12.2 NA
Abortion ratio§§ 853 559 415 344 358 294 NA

Abbreviation: NA = not applicable.
 * Data from 47 reporting areas; excludes five reporting areas (California, Connecticut, Illinois, Maryland, and New Hampshire) that did not report, did not report age 

among adolescents by individual year, or did not meet reporting standards.
 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding. 
 § Cells with a value in the range of 1–4 or cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 ¶ Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 ** Includes residents only.
 †† Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 women in that same age group. Adolescents aged 13–14 years were used as the denominator 

for the group of adolescents aged <15 years. For the total abortion rate only, abortions for women of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution 
of abortions among women of known age.

 §§ Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 live births to women in that same age group. For the total abortion ratio only, abortions 
for women of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age.  
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TABLE 6. Number of reported abortions, by known race/ethnicity and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2019

State/Area

Non-Hispanic

Hispanic
Total abortions reported  
by known race/ethnicityWhite Black Other

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (% of all reported abortions)§

Alabama 1,823 (30.4) 3,717 (61.9) 142 (2.4) 323 (5.4) 6,005 (99.9)
Alaska 584 (49.0) 85 (7.1) 470 (39.5) 52 (4.4) 1,191 (93.8)
Arizona 4,821 (38.4) 1,376 (10.9) 1,241 (9.9) 5,130 (40.8) 12,568 (96.0)
Arkansas 1,277 (44.0) 1,370 (47.2) 68 (2.3) 190 (6.5) 2,905 (98.0)
Connecticut 3,122 (37.4) 2,754 (33.0) 506 (6.1) 1,971 (23.6) 8,353 (90.8)
Delaware 863 (42.5) 850 (41.9) 72 (3.5) 244 (12.0) 2,029 (99.4)
District of Columbia 831 (18.8) 2,365 (53.4) 517 (11.7) 717 (16.2) 4,430 (97.3)
Florida 20,576 (30.9) 23,072 (34.6) 3,189 (4.8) 19,829 (29.7) 66,666 (92.7)
Georgia 7,102 (21.2) 21,709 (64.9) 1,724 (5.2) 2,924 (8.7) 33,459 (90.7)
Idaho 939 (67.5) 39 (2.8) 68 (4.9) 346 (24.9) 1,392 (92.0)
Indiana 3,919 (51.6) 2,404 (31.6) 583 (7.7) 691 (9.1) 7,597 (99.5)
Kansas 3,722 (54.0) 1,631 (23.7) 534 (7.8) 1,000 (14.5) 6,887 (99.9)
Kentucky 2,041 (55.7) 1,236 (33.7) 133 (3.6) 253 (6.9) 3,663 (100.0)
Michigan 10,578 (39.9) 13,687 (51.6) 1,201 (4.5) 1,041 (3.9) 26,507 (97.0)
Minnesota 4,310 (46.8) 2,569 (27.9) 1,392 (15.1) 937 (10.2) 9,208 (92.6)
Mississippi 619 (19.5) 2,352 (74.0) 114 (3.6) 95 (3.0) 3,180 (99.6)
Montana 1,293 (82.5) —¶ 142 (9.1) —¶ 1,568 (100.0)
Nevada 2,841 (37.0) 1,409 (18.4) 924 (12.0) 2,497 (32.6) 7,671 (91.2)
New Jersey** 5,133 (26.7) 7,453 (38.8) 3,206 (16.7) 3,427 (17.8) 19,219 (86.7)
New Mexico 930 (27.6) 160 (4.8) 380 (11.3) 1,897 (56.3) 3,367 (85.4)
North Carolina 8,096 (30.7) 12,968 (49.2) 1,990 (7.6) 3,298 (12.5) 26,352 (92.6)
South Carolina 2,481 (48.8) 1,986 (39.0) 232 (4.6) 390 (7.7) 5,089 (99.8)
South Dakota 259 (62.6) 46 (11.1) 69 (16.7) 40 (9.7) 414 (100.0)
Tennessee 3,688 (38.9) 4,842 (51.0) 363 (3.8) 595 (6.3) 9,488 (97.6)
Texas†† 15,066 (26.3) 15,921 (27.8) 3,989 (7.0) 22,217 (38.8) 57,193 (99.9)
Utah 1,721 (60.4) 133 (4.7) 214 (7.5) 779 (27.4) 2,847 (97.4)
Vermont 1,045 (89.7) 47 (4.0) 41 (3.5) 32 (2.7) 1,165 (97.5)
Virginia 4,802 (33.6) 6,515 (45.5) 1,512 (10.6) 1,476 (10.3) 14,305 (91.7)
West Virginia 987 (83.4) 153 (12.9) —¶ —¶ 1,183 (100.0)
Wyoming 17 (60.7) —¶ —¶ 8 (28.6) 28 (90.3)
Total 115,486 (33.4) 132,878 (38.4) 25,056 (7.2) 72,509 (21.0) 345,929 (94.5)§§ 

Abortion rate¶¶ 6.6 23.8 13.0 11.7 NA
Abortion ratio*** 117 386 236 170 NA

Abbreviation: NA = not applicable.
 * Data from 30 reporting areas; excludes 22 reporting areas (California, Colorado, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska, 

New Hampshire, New York City, New York State, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Washington, and Wisconsin) that did not 
report, did not report by race/ethnicity, or did not meet reporting standards.

 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known race/ethnicity divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown race/

ethnicity. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%. 
 ¶ Cells with a value in the range of 1–4 or cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 ** Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 †† Reporting form contains only one question for race/ethnicity; therefore, abortions reported for women of White, Black, and other races (Asian and Native American) 

are not explicitly identified as non-Hispanic.
 §§ Percentage based on a total of 366,130 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for race/ethnicity.
 ¶¶ Number of abortions obtained by women in a given racial/ethnic group per 1,000 women in that same racial/ethnic group. For the total abortion rate only, 

abortions for women of unknown race/ethnicity were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known race/ethnicity.
 *** Number of abortions obtained by women in a given racial/ethnic group per 1,000 live births to women in that same racial/ethnic group. For the total abortion 

ratio only, abortions for women of unknown race/ethnicity were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known race/ethnicity.
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TABLE 7. Number of reported abortions, by known marital status and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2019

State/Area

Marital status Total abortions reported by 
known marital statusMarried Unmarried

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (% of all reported abortions)§

Alabama 663 (11.0) 5,342 (89.0) 6,005 (99.9)
Alaska 253 (21.1) 945 (78.9) 1,198 (94.3)
Arizona 1,878 (14.3) 11,219 (85.7) 13,097 (100.0)
Arkansas 376 (12.7) 2,575 (87.3) 2,951 (99.6)
Colorado 1,559 (19.1) 6,596 (80.9) 8,155 (90.6)
Connecticut 939 (11.5) 7,232 (88.5) 8,171 (88.8)
Delaware 224 (11.0) 1,818 (89.0) 2,042 (100.0)
Florida 10,136 (16.1) 52,629 (83.9) 62,765 (87.3)
Georgia 4,410 (12.8) 30,033 (87.2) 34,443 (93.3)
Idaho 302 (21.6) 1,094 (78.4) 1,396 (92.3)
Illinois¶ 3,575 (9.5) 33,868 (90.5) 37,443 (96.6)
Indiana 1,094 (14.3) 6,543 (85.7) 7,637 (100.0)
Iowa 633 (17.8) 2,925 (82.2) 3,558 (99.8)
Kansas 1,063 (15.5) 5,811 (84.5) 6,874 (99.7)
Kentucky 525 (14.3) 3,139 (85.7) 3,664 (100.0)
Louisiana 828 (10.5) 7,063 (89.5) 7,891 (96.9)
Maine 308 (16.0) 1,612 (84.0) 1,920 (95.0)
Michigan 2,660 (10.3) 23,095 (89.7) 25,755 (94.2)
Minnesota 1,535 (16.2) 7,959 (83.8) 9,494 (95.5)
Mississippi 290 (9.1) 2,893 (90.9) 3,183 (99.7)
Missouri 224 (16.0) 1,179 (84.0) 1,403 (95.4)
Montana 286 (18.2) 1,282 (81.8) 1,568 (100.0)
Nebraska 306 (15.0) 1,732 (85.0) 2,038 (98.5)
New Jersey** 2,515 (11.5) 19,372 (88.5) 21,887 (98.7)
New Mexico 563 (15.3) 3,128 (84.7) 3,691 (93.6)
New York City 8,269 (18.5) 36,518 (81.5) 44,787 (90.0)
North Carolina 3,622 (14.4) 21,547 (85.6) 25,169 (88.5)
North Dakota 162 (14.5) 958 (85.5) 1,120 (99.9)
Ohio 2,603 (14.0) 16,027 (86.0) 18,630 (92.7)
Oklahoma 941 (18.9) 4,043 (81.1) 4,984 (99.8)
Oregon 1,573 (20.3) 6,193 (79.7) 7,766 (89.4)
Pennsylvania 3,766 (12.2) 27,221 (87.8) 30,987 (99.9)
Rhode Island 263 (12.9) 1,782 (87.1) 2,045 (97.4)
South Carolina 726 (14.4) 4,331 (85.6) 5,057 (99.1)
South Dakota 85 (20.5) 329 (79.5) 414 (100.0)
Tennessee 1,295 (14.0) 7,985 (86.0) 9,280 (95.5)
Texas 9,784 (17.1) 47,363 (82.9) 57,147 (99.8)
Utah 724 (24.9) 2,182 (75.1) 2,906 (99.5)
Vermont 216 (20.3) 847 (79.7) 1,063 (89.0)
Virginia†† 2,349 (15.1) 13,252 (84.9) 15,601 (100.0)
West Virginia 203 (17.2) 979 (82.8) 1,182 (99.9)
Wisconsin 852 (13.2) 5,615 (86.8) 6,467 (99.3)
Total 74,578 (14.5) 438,256 (85.5) 512,834 (94.5)§§

Abortion ratio¶¶ 46 394 NA

Abbreviation: NA = not applicable.
 * Data from 42 reporting areas; excludes 10 reporting areas (California, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York 

State, Washington, and Wyoming) that did not report, did not report by marital status, or did not meet reporting standards.
 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known marital status divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown marital 

status. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ¶ Includes residents only.
 ** Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 †† Recorded as patient married or not married to father. 
 §§ Percentage based on a total of 542,479 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for marital status; reporting standards for marital status 

were applied to abortions for residents of Illinois only. 
 ¶¶ Number of abortions obtained by marital status per 1,000 live births to women of the same marital status. For the total abortion ratio only, abortions for women 

of unknown marital status were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known marital status. 
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TABLE 8. Number of reported abortions, by known number of previous live births and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting 
areas,* United States, 2019

State/Area

No. of previous live births Total abortions reported 
by known number of 
previous live births0 1 2 3 ≥4

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)
No. (% of all reported 

abortions)§

Alabama 2,030 (33.8) 1,660 (27.6) 1,369 (22.8) 602 (10.0) 348 (5.8) 6,009 (100.0)
Alaska 575 (45.3) 233 (18.4) 258 (20.3) 103 (8.1) 100 (7.9) 1,269 (99.9)
Arizona 5,707 (44.0) 2,784 (21.5) 2,426 (18.7) 1,195 (9.2) 846 (6.5) 12,958 (98.9)
Arkansas 1,042 (35.2) 771 (26.0) 650 (21.9) 295 (10.0) 205 (6.9) 2,963 (100.0)
Colorado 5,167 (57.7) 1,644 (18.3) 1,268 (14.1) 573 (6.4) 310 (3.5) 8,962 (99.6)
Connecticut 3,731 (40.6) 2,319 (25.2) 1,833 (20.0) 839 (9.1) 465 (5.1) 9,187 (99.8)
Delaware 849 (42.1) 501 (24.8) 390 (19.3) 159 (7.9) 118 (5.9) 2,017 (98.8)
Florida 27,510 (38.3) 18,129 (25.2) 14,878 (20.7) 6,660 (9.3) 4,737 (6.6) 71,914 (100.0)
Georgia 14,313 (38.8) 9,116 (24.7) 7,405 (20.1) 3,646 (9.9) 2,425 (6.6) 36,905 (100.0)
Hawaii 1,096 (54.8) 338 (16.9) 313 (15.7) 160 (8.0) 92 (4.6) 1,999 (99.8)
Idaho 694 (46.3) 316 (21.1) 277 (18.5) 130 (8.7) 83 (5.5) 1,500 (99.1)
Indiana 3,045 (39.9) 1,831 (24.0) 1,558 (20.4) 780 (10.2) 423 (5.5) 7,637 (100.0)
Iowa 1,430 (40.4) 781 (22.1) 705 (19.9) 356 (10.1) 268 (7.6) 3,540 (99.3)
Kansas 2,795 (40.5) 1,686 (24.5) 1,327 (19.2) 681 (9.9) 405 (5.9) 6,894 (100.0)
Kentucky 1,300 (35.5) 934 (25.5) 871 (23.8) 338 (9.2) 221 (6.0) 3,664 (100.0)
Louisiana 2,627 (32.3) 2,231 (27.5) 1,807 (22.2) 894 (11.0) 564 (6.9) 8,123 (99.7)
Maine 1,002 (49.7) 431 (21.4) 362 (18.0) 148 (7.3) 73 (3.6) 2,016 (99.8)
Massachusetts 7,765 (46.2) 3,910 (23.3) 3,147 (18.7) 1,324 (7.9) 645 (3.8) 16,791 (90.3)
Michigan¶ 9,472 (34.7) 7,075 (25.9) 6,209 (22.7) 2,827 (10.3) 1,748 (6.4) 27,331 (100.0)
Minnesota 3,954 (40.1) 2,265 (23.0) 1,944 (19.7) 964 (9.8) 730 (7.4) 9,857 (99.2)
Mississippi 996 (31.2) 924 (28.9) 714 (22.4) 342 (10.7) 218 (6.8) 3,194 (100.0)
Missouri 561 (38.1) 353 (24.0) 301 (20.5) 146 (9.9) 110 (7.5) 1,471 (100.0)
Montana 746 (47.6) 357 (22.8) 260 (16.6) 129 (8.2) 76 (4.8) 1,568 (100.0)
Nebraska 819 (39.6) 445 (21.5) 429 (20.8) 216 (10.4) 158 (7.6) 2,067 (100.0)
Nevada 3,606 (42.9) 1,954 (23.2) 1,496 (17.8) 790 (9.4) 567 (6.7) 8,413 (100.0)
New Jersey** 8,148 (36.9) 6,140 (27.8) 4,303 (19.5) 2,105 (9.5) 1,411 (6.4) 22,107 (99.7)
New Mexico 1,502 (42.6) 801 (22.7) 621 (17.6) 357 (10.1) 248 (7.0) 3,529 (89.5)
New York City 20,793 (45.8) 11,596 (25.5) 8,380 (18.4) 2,987 (6.6) 1,680 (3.7) 45,436 (91.3)
North Carolina 9,498 (37.4) 6,067 (23.9) 5,016 (19.8) 2,660 (10.5) 2,154 (8.5) 25,395 (89.3)
North Dakota 452 (40.3) 243 (21.7) 223 (19.9) 118 (10.5) 85 (7.6) 1,121 (100.0)
Ohio†† 7,074 (36.1) 4,963 (25.3) 4,176 (21.3) 2,049 (10.4) 1,360 (6.9) 19,622 (97.6)
Oklahoma 1,890 (37.9) 1,208 (24.2) 1,055 (21.1) 507 (10.2) 332 (6.7) 4,992 (99.9)
Oregon 4,366 (50.6) 1,759 (20.4) 1,501 (17.4) 590 (6.8) 407 (4.7) 8,623 (99.3)
Pennsylvania 11,760 (37.9) 7,926 (25.6) 6,367 (20.5) 3,046 (9.8) 1,919 (6.2) 31,018 (100.0)
Rhode Island 963 (45.9) 506 (24.1) 393 (18.7) 144 (6.9) 92 (4.4) 2,098 (100.0)
South Carolina 2,129 (41.7) 1,294 (25.4) 1,027 (20.1) 409 (8.0) 242 (4.7) 5,101 (100.0)
South Dakota 165 (39.9) 72 (17.4) 94 (22.7) —§§ —§§ 414 (100.0)
Tennessee 3,484 (36.3) 2,498 (26.0) 1,974 (20.6) 940 (9.8) 695 (7.2) 9,591 (98.7)
Texas 22,862 (39.9) 13,628 (23.8) 11,985 (20.9) 5,483 (9.6) 3,317 (5.8) 57,275 (100.0)
Utah 1,496 (51.2) 555 (19.0) 470 (16.1) 230 (7.9) 171 (5.9) 2,922 (100.0)
Vermont 597 (50.0) 235 (19.7) 231 (19.3) 88 (7.4) 43 (3.6) 1,194 (99.9)
Virginia 5,531 (35.5) 4,095 (26.2) 3,326 (21.3) 1,646 (10.6) 1,003 (6.4) 15,601 (100.0)
Washington 8,035 (46.7) 3,845 (22.3) 3,163 (18.4) 1,370 (8.0) 805 (4.7) 17,218 (99.7)
West Virginia 421 (35.6) 347 (29.4) 255 (21.6) 97 (8.2) 62 (5.2) 1,182 (99.9)
Wyoming 17 (54.8) 5 (16.1) 7 (22.6) —§§ —§§ 31 (100.0)
Total 214,015 (40.2) 130,771 (24.5) 106,764 (20.0) 49,178 (9.2) 31,991 (6.0) 532,719 (98.0)¶¶

 * Data from 45 reporting areas; excludes seven reporting areas (California, District of Columbia, Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, New York State, and Wisconsin) 
that did not report, did not report by number of previous live births, or did not meet reporting standards.

 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known number of previous live births divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and 

unknown number of previous live births. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ¶ Recorded as the number of previous pregnancies carried to term.
 ** Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 †† Recorded as the number of living children.
 §§ Cells with a value in the range of 1–4 or cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 ¶¶ Percentage based on a total of 543,515 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for the number of previous live births. 
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TABLE 9. Number of reported abortions, by known number of previous induced abortions and reporting area of occurrence — selected 
reporting areas,* United States, 2019

State/Area

No. of previous induced abortions Total abortions reported by 
known number of previous 

induced abortions0 1 2 ≥3

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (% of all reported abortions)§

Alabama 4,008 (66.7) 1,332 (22.2) 443 (7.4) 226 (3.8) 6,009 (100.0)
Alaska 819 (64.5) 271 (21.4) 109 (8.6) 70 (5.5) 1,269 (99.9)
Arizona 8,472 (65.6) 3,047 (23.6) 955 (7.4) 445 (3.4) 12,919 (98.6)
Arkansas 1,915 (64.6) 587 (19.8) 233 (7.9) 228 (7.7) 2,963 (100.0)
Colorado 6,287 (69.9) 1,852 (20.6) 601 (6.7) 251 (2.8) 8,991 (99.9)
Connecticut 4,883 (53.2) 2,163 (23.5) 1,123 (12.2) 1,018 (11.1) 9,187 (99.8)
Delaware 1,244 (61.5) 472 (23.3) 197 (9.7) 109 (5.4) 2,022 (99.0)
Florida 41,693 (58.0) 17,171 (23.9) 7,405 (10.3) 5,645 (7.8) 71,914 (100.0)
Georgia 22,534 (61.1) 8,778 (23.8) 3,605 (9.8) 1,990 (5.4) 36,907 (100.0)
Hawaii 1,244 (62.2) 452 (22.6) 178 (8.9) 125 (6.3) 1,999 (99.8)
Idaho 1,228 (81.8) 209 (13.9) 44 (2.9) 21 (1.4) 1,502 (99.3)
Indiana 5,160 (67.6) 1,712 (22.4) 539 (7.1) 226 (3.0) 7,637 (100.0)
Iowa 2,675 (75.6) 565 (16.0) 186 (5.3) 114 (3.2) 3,540 (99.3)
Kansas 4,647 (67.4) 1,467 (21.3) 499 (7.2) 281 (4.1) 6,894 (100.0)
Kentucky 2,324 (63.4) 866 (23.6) 293 (8.0) 181 (4.9) 3,664 (100.0)
Louisiana 5,098 (62.7) 2,006 (24.7) 732 (9.0) 291 (3.6) 8,127 (99.8)
Maine 1,314 (65.1) 455 (22.6) 153 (7.6) 95 (4.7) 2,017 (99.8)
Massachusetts 9,507 (52.6) 4,868 (26.9) 2,240 (12.4) 1,466 (8.1) 18,081 (97.2)
Michigan 14,134 (51.7) 6,797 (24.9) 3,684 (13.5) 2,712 (9.9) 27,327 (100.0)
Minnesota 6,030 (61.1) 2,197 (22.3) 937 (9.5) 708 (7.2) 9,872 (99.3)
Mississippi 2,159 (67.6) 685 (21.4) 249 (7.8) 101 (3.2) 3,194 (100.0)
Missouri 882 (60.0) 367 (24.9) 141 (9.6) 81 (5.5) 1,471 (100.0)
Montana 643 (41.0) 622 (39.7) 199 (12.7) 104 (6.6) 1,568 (100.0)
Nebraska 1,429 (69.1) 430 (20.8) 142 (6.9) 67 (3.2) 2,068 (100.0)
Nevada 5,281 (62.8) 1,874 (22.3) 744 (8.8) 512 (6.1) 8,411 (100.0)
New Jersey¶ 13,486 (60.9) 4,195 (18.9) 2,251 (10.2) 2,223 (10.0) 22,155 (99.9)
New York City 16,911 (37.9) 11,024 (24.7) 8,392 (18.8) 8,244 (18.5) 44,571 (89.5)
North Carolina 15,400 (61.4) 5,874 (23.4) 2,474 (9.9) 1,329 (5.3) 25,077 (88.1)
North Dakota 778 (70.7) 200 (18.2) 92 (8.4) 31 (2.8) 1,101 (98.2)
Ohio 11,689 (59.7) 4,727 (24.2) 1,915 (9.8) 1,242 (6.3) 19,573 (97.4)
Oklahoma 3,558 (71.3) 975 (19.5) 304 (6.1) 155 (3.1) 4,992 (99.9)
Oregon 5,182 (60.1) 2,064 (23.9) 809 (9.4) 574 (6.7) 8,629 (99.3)
Pennsylvania 16,327 (52.6) 7,699 (24.8) 3,829 (12.3) 3,163 (10.2) 31,018 (100.0)
Rhode Island 1,286 (61.4) 480 (22.9) 218 (10.4) 110 (5.3) 2,094 (99.8)
South Carolina 3,320 (65.1) 1,160 (22.7) 414 (8.1) 207 (4.1) 5,101 (100.0)
South Dakota 285 (68.8) 88 (21.3) —** —** 414 (100.0)
Tennessee 6,230 (64.7) 2,326 (24.2) 724 (7.5) 348 (3.6) 9,628 (99.1)
Texas 35,902 (62.7) 14,039 (24.5) 4,874 (8.5) 2,460 (4.3) 57,275 (100.0)
Utah 2,251 (77.0) 506 (17.3) 114 (3.9) 51 (1.7) 2,922 (100.0)
Vermont 746 (62.5) 266 (22.3) 111 (9.3) 70 (5.9) 1,193 (99.8)
Virginia 8,520 (54.6) 4,322 (27.7) 1,670 (10.7) 1,089 (7.0) 15,601 (100.0)
Washington 9,911 (57.6) 4,219 (24.5) 1,713 (10.0) 1,363 (7.9) 17,206 (99.7)
West Virginia 728 (61.5) 298 (25.2) 106 (9.0) 51 (4.3) 1,183 (100.0)
Wyoming 20 (64.5) 9 (29.0) —** —** 31 (100.0)
Total 308,140 (58.2) 125,716 (23.8) 55,669 (10.5) 39,792 (7.5) 529,317 (98.1)††

 * Data from 44 reporting areas; excludes eight reporting areas (California, District of Columbia, Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, New Mexico, New York State, and 
Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report by number of previous induced abortions, or did not meet reporting standards.

 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known number of previous induced abortions divided by the sum of abortions reported by known 

and unknown number of previous induced abortions. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ¶ Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 ** Cells with a value in the range of 1–4 or cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 †† Percentage based on a total of 539,573 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for the number of previous induced abortions.
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TABLE 10. Number of reported abortions, by known weeks of gestation* and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,† United 
States, 2019

State/Area

Weeks of gestation

Total abortions 
reported by known 

gestational age

≤6 7–9 10–13 14–15 16–17 18–20 ≥21
No. (% of all reported 

abortions)¶No. (%)§ No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Alabama** 1,280 (21.3) 2,807 (46.8) 1,257 (20.9) 317 (5.3) 163 (2.7) 133 (2.2) 46 (0.8) 6,003 (99.9)
Alaska 292 (23.0) 639 (50.4) 271 (21.4) 64 (5.0) —†† —†† 0 (—) 1,269 (99.9)
Arizona 3,863 (29.5) 5,985 (45.7) 2,079 (15.9) 496 (3.8) 261 (2.0) 245 (1.9) 168 (1.3) 13,097 (100.0)
Arkansas** 479 (16.2) 1,265 (42.7) 862 (29.1) 150 (5.1) 82 (2.8) 97 (3.3) 28 (0.9) 2,963 (100.0)
Colorado 3,639 (40.4) 3,666 (40.7) 1,062 (11.8) 198 (2.2) 150 (1.7) 110 (1.2) 173 (1.9) 8,998 (100.0)
Connecticut 4,046 (45.7) 3,155 (35.7) 947 (10.7) 263 (3.0) 175 (2.0) 164 (1.9) 95 (1.1) 8,845 (96.1)
Delaware 536 (26.3) 1,071 (52.5) 328 (16.1) 73 (3.6) 16 (0.8) 6 (0.3) 9 (0.4) 2,039 (99.9)
Florida 52,850 (73.5) 11,641 (16.2) 4,843 (6.7) 973 (1.4) 691 (1.0) 699 (1.0) 217 (0.3) 71,914 (100.0)
Georgia 16,086 (43.6) 13,864 (37.6) 4,396 (11.9) 927 (2.5) 653 (1.8) 752 (2.0) 229 (0.6) 36,907 (100.0)
Hawaii 678 (33.9) 861 (43.0) 268 (13.4) 80 (4.0) 43 (2.1) 49 (2.4) 22 (1.1) 2,001 (99.9)
Idaho 493 (32.9) 707 (47.1) 257 (17.1) 37 (2.5) —†† —†† —†† 1,500 (99.1)
Indiana 1,924 (25.2) 4,055 (53.1) 1,618 (21.2) 9 (0.1) 8 (0.1) 17 (0.2) 6 (0.1) 7,637 (100.0)
Iowa 1,652 (46.3) 1,305 (36.6) 412 (11.6) 68 (1.9) 58 (1.6) 54 (1.5) 17 (0.5) 3,566 (100.0)
Kansas 2,761 (40.0) 2,722 (39.5) 921 (13.4) 195 (2.8) 121 (1.8) 137 (2.0) 37 (0.5) 6,894 (100.0)
Kentucky 1,302 (35.5) 1,493 (40.7) 550 (15.0) 116 (3.2) 65 (1.8) 109 (3.0) 29 (0.8) 3,664 (100.0)
Louisiana 2,815 (34.6) 3,567 (43.8) 1,274 (15.7) 273 (3.4) 173 (2.1) 38 (0.5) 0 (—) 8,140 (100.0)
Maine 595 (29.5) 996 (49.3) 317 (15.7) 48 (2.4) 33 (1.6) 31 (1.5) 0 (—) 2,020 (100.0)
Michigan 9,016 (33.0) 11,496 (42.1) 4,055 (14.9) 1,110 (4.1) 667 (2.4) 584 (2.1) 353 (1.3) 27,281 (99.8)
Minnesota 3,597 (36.7) 3,845 (39.2) 1,381 (14.1) 379 (3.9) 194 (2.0) 216 (2.2) 187 (1.9) 9,799 (98.6)
Mississippi 1,117 (35.0) 1,421 (44.5) 468 (14.7) 171 (5.4) 16 (0.5) —†† —†† 3,194 (100.0)
Missouri 86 (5.8) 496 (33.7) 505 (34.3) 130 (8.8) 87 (5.9) 112 (7.6) 55 (3.7) 1,471 (100.0)
Montana 599 (38.2) 628 (40.1) 211 (13.5) 51 (3.3) 34 (2.2) 34 (2.2) 11 (0.7) 1,568 (100.0)
Nebraska 976 (47.2) 683 (33.0) 284 (13.7) 62 (3.0) 46 (2.2) 16 (0.8) 0 (—) 2,067 (100.0)
Nevada 3,214 (38.6) 3,510 (42.1) 1,078 (12.9) 250 (3.0) 142 (1.7) 89 (1.1) 52 (0.6) 8,335 (99.1)
New Jersey§§ 8,513 (39.3) 7,499 (34.6) 2,923 (13.5) 961 (4.4) 638 (2.9) 613 (2.8) 514 (2.4) 21,661 (97.7)
New Mexico 1,487 (42.7) 957 (27.5) 381 (10.9) 80 (2.3) 73 (2.1) 101 (2.9) 406 (11.6) 3,485 (88.4)
New York City 22,364 (44.9) 17,579 (35.3) 5,579 (11.2) 1,335 (2.7) 897 (1.8) 934 (1.9) 1,096 (2.2) 49,784 (100.0)
North Carolina 9,598 (33.9) 12,098 (42.8) 4,432 (15.7) 982 (3.5) 672 (2.4) 484 (1.7) 15 (0.1) 28,281 (99.4)
North Dakota 435 (38.8) 447 (39.9) 180 (16.1) 42 (3.7) 17 (1.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,121 (100.0)
Ohio 5,523 (27.5) 9,070 (45.1) 3,558 (17.7) 848 (4.2) 531 (2.6) 477 (2.4) 95 (0.5) 20,102 (100.0)
Oklahoma 2,177 (43.6) 1,835 (36.8) 710 (14.2) 125 (2.5) 64 (1.3) 64 (1.3) 16 (0.3) 4,991 (99.9)
Oregon 4,064 (47.2) 2,924 (33.9) 949 (11.0) 241 (2.8) 129 (1.5) 149 (1.7) 160 (1.9) 8,616 (99.2)
Rhode Island 929 (44.4) 705 (33.7) 270 (12.9) 90 (4.3) 52 (2.5) 32 (1.5) 13 (0.6) 2,091 (99.6)
South Carolina** 1,063 (20.8) 1,970 (38.6) 1,740 (34.1) 298 (5.8) 8 (0.2) 13 (0.3) 9 (0.2) 5,101 (100.0)
South Dakota 64 (15.6) 224 (54.8) —†† —†† 0 (—) —†† 7 (1.7) 409 (98.8)
Tennessee 1,836 (18.9) 4,939 (50.9) 2,188 (22.5) 436 (4.5) 176 (1.8) 119 (1.2) 9 (0.1) 9,703 (99.8)
Texas** 22,356 (39.0) 22,721 (39.7) 8,232 (14.4) 1,870 (3.3) 957 (1.7) 838 (1.5) 301 (0.5) 57,275 (100.0)
Utah 1,018 (34.8) 1,185 (40.6) 478 (16.4) 92 (3.1) 51 (1.7) 67 (2.3) 31 (1.1) 2,922 (100.0)
Vermont 550 (46.0) 423 (35.4) 129 (10.8) 32 (2.7) 21 (1.8) 22 (1.8) 18 (1.5) 1,195 (100.0)
Virginia 7,917 (50.8) 5,215 (33.5) 1,938 (12.4) 121 (0.8) 131 (0.8) 170 (1.1) 90 (0.6) 15,582 (99.9)
Washington 7,046 (41.0) 6,768 (39.4) 2,061 (12.0) 420 (2.4) 265 (1.5) 273 (1.6) 363 (2.1) 17,196 (99.6)
West Virginia 325 (27.5) 536 (45.3) 235 (19.9) 58 (4.9) 18 (1.5) —†† —†† 1,183 (100.0)
Wyoming 18 (58.1) 12 (38.7) —†† —†† 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 31 (100.0)
Total 211,179 (42.9) 178,985 (36.4) 65,739 (13.4) 14,471 (2.9) 8,581 (1.7) 8,064 (1.6) 4,882 (1.0) 491,901 (99.6)¶¶

 * Gestational age based on clinician’s estimate (Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York City, North Carolina, North Dakota, 
Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming); gestational age calculated from the last normal menstrual 
period (Oklahoma and Utah); clinician’s estimate of gestation based on estimated date of conception (Virginia); probable postfertilization age (Alabama, Arkansas, 
South Carolina, and Texas).

 † Data from 43 reporting areas; excludes nine reporting areas (California, District of Columbia, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York State, 
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report by gestational age, or did not meet reporting standards.

 § Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 ¶ Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known gestational age divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown 

gestational age. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ** Two weeks were added to the probable postfertilization age to provide a corresponding measure to gestational age based on the clinician’s estimate.
 †† Cells with a value in the range of 1–4 or cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 §§ Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 ¶¶ Percentage based on a total of 493,904 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for gestational age.
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TABLE 11. Percentage of reported abortions, by known weeks of gestation and year — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2010–2019

Weeks of 
gestation

Year % Change

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2010 to 

2014
2015 to 

2019
2018 to 

2019
2010 to 

2019

≤13 weeks’ 
gestation (%)†

91.9 91.5 91.4 91.6 91.0 91.0 91.0 91.1 91.5 92.0 −1.0 1.1 0.5 0.1

≤6 34.7 34.3 35.1 34.7 33.8 34.3 34.2 35.1 36.2 37.5 −2.6 9.3 3.6 8.1
7–9 40.1 40.1 39.4 39.9 40.0 40.0 40.3 40.4 40.0 39.9 −0.2 −0.3 −0.3 −0.5
10–13 17.0 17.1 16.9 17.0 17.2 16.7 16.4 15.7 15.2 14.6 1.2 −12.6 −3.9 −14.1
>13 weeks’ 

gestation (%)†
8.1 8.5 8.6 8.4 9.0 9.0 9.0 8.9 8.5 8.0 11.1 −11.1 −5.9 −1.2

14–15 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.2 6.1 −8.6 −5.9 −3.0
16–17 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.1 1.9 22.2 −9.5 −9.5 5.6
18–20 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.8 5.6 −10.0 −5.3 0.0
≥21 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.1 8.3 −15.4 −8.3 −8.3
Total (no.)§ 508,841 481,667 457,201 435,881 426,636 414,914 408,903 394,181 395,960 398,505 NA NA NA NA

Abbreviation: NA = not applicable.
* Data from 34 reporting areas; excludes 18 areas (California, Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mississippi, 

Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York State, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Wisconsin, and Wyoming) that did not report, did not report by weeks of gestation, 
or did not meet reporting standards for ≥1 year. 

† Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
§ By year, the total number of abortions represents 74.6%–98.2% of all abortions reported to CDC among the areas that met reporting standards for gestational age 

during 2010–2019.
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TABLE 12. Number of reported abortions, by known method type and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* 
United States, 2019

State/Area

Surgical† Medical

Intrauterine 
instillation§

Hysterectomy/ 
Hysterotomy

Total abortions 
reported by known 

method type

Surgical,  
≤13 weeks’ 
gestation

Surgical,  
>13 weeks’ 
gestation

Surgical, 
unknown 

gestational age

Medical,  
≤9 weeks’ 
gestation

Medical,  
>9 weeks’ 
gestation

Medical, 
unknown 

gestational age

No. (%)¶ No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)
No. (% of all reported 

abortions)**

Alabama†† 3,257 (54.2) 653 (10.9) —§§ 2,030 (33.8) 58 (1.0) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 6,004 (99.9)
Alaska 895 (70.5) 65 (5.1) 0 (—) 305 (24.0) —§§ —§§ —§§ 0 (—) 1,269 (99.9)
Arizona 6,768 (51.7) 992 (7.6) 0 (—) 5,031 (38.4) 159 (1.2) 0 (—) 137 (1.0) 0 (—) 13,087 (99.9)
Arkansas†† 1,369 (46.2) 356 (12.0) 0 (—) 829 (28.0) 408 (13.8) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 2,962 (100.0)
Colorado 2,989 (35.9) 400 (4.8) —§§ 4,819 (57.8) 120 (1.4) 0 (—) —§§ 0 (—) 8,334 (92.6)
Connecticut 3,747 (41.0) 687 (7.5) 136 (1.5) 4,367 (47.8) 25 (0.3) 173 (1.9) 0 (—) 0 (—) 9,135 (99.3)
Delaware 722 (36.0) 101 (5.0) —§§ 1,136 (56.6) 46 (2.3) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 2,007 (98.3)
District of 

Columbia¶¶
2,170 (47.7) 382 (8.4) 0 (—) NA NA 2,000 (43.9) 0 (—) 0 (—) 4,552 (100.0)

Florida 32,315 (47.1) 2,505 (3.7) 0 (—) 33,428 (48.7) 352 (0.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) 8 (0.0) 68,608 (95.4)
Georgia 15,801 (42.8) 2,555 (6.9) 0 (—) 18,240 (49.4) 309 (0.8) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 36,905 (100.0)
Hawaii 1,030 (51.4) 194 (9.7) —§§ 776 (38.8) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 2,002 (100.0)
Idaho 826 (54.7) 42 (2.8) 10 (0.7) 621 (41.1) 8 (0.5) —§§ —§§ 0 (—) 1,511 (99.9)
Indiana 4,241 (55.5) 36 (0.5) 0 (—) 3,297 (43.2) 62 (0.8) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 7,636 (100.0)
Iowa 948 (26.8) 190 (5.4) 0 (—) 2,364 (66.7) 40 (1.1) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 3,542 (99.3)
Kansas 1,959 (28.4) 486 (7.1) 0 (—) 4,364 (63.3) 82 (1.2) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 6,891 (100.0)
Kentucky 1,512 (41.3) 306 (8.4) 0 (—) 1,828 (49.9) 18 (0.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 3,664 (100.0)
Maine 888 (44.0) 106 (5.3) —§§ 960 (47.6) 63 (3.1) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 2,018 (99.9)
Massachusetts*** NA NA 10,377 (56.4) NA NA 7,958 (43.2) 67 (0.4) 0 (—) 18,402 (99.0)
Michigan 12,984 (47.6) 2,649 (9.7) 42 (0.2) 11,213 (41.1) 386 (1.4) 10 (0.0) 0 (—) 0 (—) 27,284 (99.8)
Minnesota 5,187 (52.2) 958 (9.6) 54 (0.5) 3,589 (36.1) 61 (0.6) 87 (0.9) —§§ —§§ 9,940 (100.0)
Mississippi 725 (22.7) 186 (5.8) 0 (—) 2,228 (69.8) 55 (1.7) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 3,194 (100.0)
Missouri 1,076 (73.5) 367 (25.1) 0 (—) 5 (0.3) 10 (0.7) 0 (—) —§§ —§§ 1,463 (99.5)
Montana 524 (33.4) 128 (8.2) 0 (—) 900 (57.4) 16 (1.0) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,568 (100.0)
Nebraska 686 (33.2) 122 (5.9) 0 (—) 1,245 (60.2) 13 (0.6) —§§ 0 (—) —§§ 2,068 (100.0)
Nevada 4,599 (55.0) 527 (6.3) 38 (0.5) 3,113 (37.2) 51 (0.6) 37 (0.4) —§§ —§§ 8,367 (99.4)
New Jersey††† 12,938 (58.3) 2,692 (12.1) 481 (2.2) 5,896 (26.6) 134 (0.6) 35 (0.2) 0 (—) 0 (—) 22,176 (100.0)
New Mexico 1,394 (39.9) 301 (8.6) 58 (1.7) 1,332 (38.2) 338 (9.7) 65 (1.9) —§§ —§§ 3,490 (88.5)
New York 40,495 (52.9) 6,130 (8.0) 1,399 (1.8) 23,809 (31.1) 2,125 (2.8) 2,555 (3.3) 24 (0.0) 32 (0.0) 76,569 (97.4)

New York City 29,516 (59.4) 4,113 (8.3) 0 (—) 15,505 (31.2) 525 (1.1) 0 (—) 9 (0.0) 32 (0.1) 49,700 (99.8)
New York State 10,979 (40.9) 2,017 (7.5) 1,399 (5.2) 8,304 (30.9) 1,600 (6.0) 2,555 (9.5) 15 (0.1) 0 (—) 26,869 (93.3)

North Carolina 12,295 (45.9) 1,992 (7.4) 32 (0.1) 12,209 (45.6) 190 (0.7) 36 (0.1) 0 (—) 12 (0.0) 26,766 (94.1)
North Dakota 698 (62.3) 59 (5.3) —§§ 361 (32.2) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,121 (100.0)
Ohio 10,350 (51.5) 1,937 (9.6) —§§ 7,716 (38.4) 91 (0.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) —§§ 20,097 (100.0)
Oklahoma 2,152 (43.8) 263 (5.4) —§§ 2,460 (50.1) 33 (0.7) —§§ —§§ 0 (—) 4,914 (98.4)
Oregon 3,494 (40.2) 646 (7.4) 21 (0.2) 4,337 (49.9) 133 (1.5) 51 (0.6) —§§ —§§ 8,684 (100.0)
Pennsylvania§§§ NA NA 17,159 (55.3) NA NA 13,845 (44.6) —§§ —§§ 31,013 (100.0)

See table footnotes on the next page.
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TABLE 12. (Continued) Number of reported abortions, by known method type and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* 
United States, 2019

State/Area

Surgical† Medical

Intrauterine 
instillation§

Hysterectomy/ 
Hysterotomy

Total abortions 
reported by known 

method type

Surgical,  
≤13 weeks’ 
gestation

Surgical,  
>13 weeks’ 
gestation

Surgical, 
unknown 

gestational age

Medical,  
≤9 weeks’ 
gestation

Medical,  
>9 weeks’ 
gestation

Medical, 
unknown 

gestational age

No. (%)¶ No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)
No. (% of all reported 

abortions)**

Rhode Island 1,010 (48.3) 179 (8.6) 7 (0.3) 884 (42.2) 12 (0.6) —§§ —§§ 0 (—) 2,093 (99.7)
South Carolina†† 1,676 (32.9) 319 (6.3) —§§ 2,334 (45.8) 766 (15.0) 0 (—) 5 (0.1) —§§ 5,101 (100.0)
South Dakota 272 (65.7) 0 (—) —§§ 124 (30.0) 13 (3.1) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 414 (100.0)
Tennessee 4,034 (41.5) 716 (7.4) 8 (0.1) 4,765 (49.0) 183 (1.9) 8 (0.1) 0 (—) 5 (0.1) 9,719 (100.0)
Texas†† 30,824 (53.8) 3,906 (6.8) 0 (—) 22,234 (38.8) 305 (0.5) 0 (—) —§§ —§§ 57,272 (100.0)
Utah 1,455 (49.8) 229 (7.8) 0 (—) 1,223 (41.9) 11 (0.4) 0 (—) —§§ —§§ 2,921 (100.0)
Vermont 394 (33.1) 87 (7.3) —§§ 683 (57.4) 25 (2.1) 0 (—) —§§ 0 (—) 1,190 (99.6)
Virginia 9,252 (59.3) 500 (3.2) 15 (0.1) 5,744 (36.8) 74 (0.5) —§§ —§§ 0 (—) 15,589 (99.9)
Washington 7,491 (43.4) 1,317 (7.6) 30 (0.2) 8,320 (48.2) 56 (0.3) 36 (0.2) 0 (—) 0 (—) 17,250 (99.9)
West Virginia 617 (52.2) 77 (6.5) 0 (—) 454 (38.4) 35 (3.0) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,183 (100.0)
Wisconsin***,¶¶¶ NA NA 4,207 (66.0) NA NA 2,165 (34.0) 0 (—) 0 (—) 6,372 (100.0)
Wyoming 0 (—) 0 (—) —§§ 30 (96.8) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 31 (100.0)

Total 277,789 (49.0) 40,699 (7.2) —**** 239,770 (42.3) 7,787 (1.4) —†††† 252 (0.0) 81 (0.0) 566,378 (98.5)§§§§

Abbreviation: NA = not available. 
 * Data from 47 reporting areas; excludes five reporting areas (California, Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, and New Hampshire) that did not report, did not report by method type, or did not 

meet reporting standards. Areas reporting by method type with unknown gestational age or gestational age reported was not compatible with categorizations presented in this table 
are included.

 † Includes uterine aspiration (might also be called dilation and curettage, aspiration curettage, suction curettage, manual vacuum aspiration, menstrual extraction, sharp curettage) and 
dilation and evacuation procedures.

 § Intrauterine instillations reported at ≤12 weeks’ gestation were considered as unknown for method type.
 ¶ Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 ** Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known method type divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown method type. Values ≥99.95% 

are rounded to 100.0%.
 †† Two weeks were added to the probable postfertilization age to provide a corresponding measure to gestational age based on the clinician’s estimate.
 §§ Cells with a value in the range of 1–4 or cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 ¶¶ Numbers for medical abortions at ≤9 weeks versus >9 weeks are not presented because gestational age reported was not compatible with these categorizations. 
 *** Numbers for surgical abortions at ≤13 weeks versus >13 weeks and for medical abortions at ≤9 weeks versus >9 weeks are not presented because gestational age data were not provided 

by method type.
 ††† Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 §§§ Numbers for surgical abortions ≤13 weeks and >13 weeks and medical abortions ≤9 weeks versus >9 weeks are not presented as gestational age reported was not compatible with 

these categorizations.
 ¶¶¶ Includes residents only. Wisconsin reports as surgical, unspecified and does not differentiate surgical abortions from hysterectomy/hysterotomy. All abortions were reported as surgical 

or chemically induced. For this report, all surgical abortions were classified as surgical and all chemical abortions as medical.
 **** For the total only, surgical abortions reported without a gestational age were distributed among the surgical abortion categories according to the distribution of surgical abortions at 

known gestational age.
 †††† For the total only, medical abortions reported without a gestational age were distributed among the medical abortion categories according to the distribution of medical abortions at 

known gestational age.
 §§§§ Percentage based on a total of 575,098 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for method type.
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TABLE 13. Number of reported abortions, by known weeks of gestation and method type — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2019

Method type

Weeks of gestation

Total≤6 7–9 10–13 14–15 16–17 18–20 ≥21

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Surgical§
≤13 weeks’ gestation 84,850 (41.3) 90,714 (52.2) 59,346 (93.2) NA NA NA NA 234,910 (49.2)
>13 weeks’ gestation NA NA NA 13,965 (99.2) 8,199 (98.3) 7,686 (96.9) 4,094 (87.0) 33,944 (7.1)
Medical¶
≤9 weeks’ gestation 120,333 (58.6) 82,966 (47.8) NA NA NA NA NA 203,299 (42.6)
>9 weeks’ gestation NA NA 4,339 (6.8) 109 (0.8) 94 (1.1) 185 (2.3) 545 (11.6) 5,272 (1.1)
Intrauterine instillation —** —** 1 (0.0) 2 (0.0) 48 (0.6) 58 (0.7) 60 (1.3) 169 (0.0)
Hysterectomy/

Hysterotomy
19 (0.0) 28 (0.0) 5 (0.0) 4 (0.0) 3 (0.0) 6 (0.1) 7 (0.1) 72 (0.0)

Total 205,202 (100.0) 173,708 (100.0) 63,691 (100.0) 14,080 (100.0) 8,344 (100.0) 7,935 (100.0) 4,706 (100.0) 477,666 (100.0)

Abbreviation: NA = not applicable.
 * Data from 42 reporting areas; excludes 10 reporting areas (California, District of Columbia, Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York 

State, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report by weeks of gestation, did not meet reporting standards, or did not have medical abortion 
as a specific category on their reporting form. 

 † For each gestational age category, percentages of all method types might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Includes uterine aspiration (might also be called dilation and curettage, aspiration curettage, suction curettage, manual vacuum aspiration, menstrual extraction, 

sharp curettage) and dilation and evacuation procedures.
 ¶ The administration of medication or medications to induce an abortion; at ≤9 weeks’ gestation, typically involves the use of mifepristone and misoprostol, and at 

>9 weeks’ gestation, typically involves the use of vaginal prostaglandins.
 ** Intrauterine instillations reported at ≤12 weeks’ gestation have not been included with known values.

TABLE 14. Number of reported abortions, by known weeks of gestation, age group, and race/ethnicity — selected reporting areas, United 
States, 2019

Characteristic

Weeks of gestation

Total≤6 7–9 10–13 14–15 16–17 18–20 ≥21

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Age group (yrs)*,†

<15 306 (27.2) 384 (34.1) 214 (19.0) 73 (6.5) 53 (4.7) 47 (4.2) 50 (4.4) 1,127 (100.0)
15–19 14,886 (35.7) 15,785 (37.9) 7,007 (16.8) 1,536 (3.7) 948 (2.3) 962 (2.3) 561 (1.3) 41,685 (100.0)
20–24 56,003 (41.3) 50,599 (37.3) 19,052 (14.1) 4,179 (3.1) 2,398 (1.8) 2,142 (1.6) 1,226 (0.9) 135,599 (100.0)
25–29 61,791 (43.3) 52,298 (36.7) 18,882 (13.2) 3,925 (2.8) 2,294 (1.6) 2,189 (1.5) 1,242 (0.9) 142,621 (100.0)
30–34 43,257 (45.1) 34,165 (35.6) 11,747 (12.3) 2,654 (2.8) 1,523 (1.6) 1,473 (1.5) 1,022 (1.1) 95,841 (100.0)
35–39 24,816 (46.1) 18,652 (34.7) 6,425 (11.9) 1,501 (2.8) 960 (1.8) 880 (1.6) 588 (1.1) 53,822 (100.0)
≥40 9,053 (49.4) 5,919 (32.3) 1,990 (10.9) 523 (2.9) 344 (1.9) 334 (1.8) 165 (0.9) 18,328 (100.0)
Total 210,112 (43.0) 177,802 (36.4) 65,317 (13.4) 14,391 (2.9) 8,520 (1.7) 8,027 (1.6) 4,854 (1.0) 489,023 (100.0)
Race/Ethnicity*,§

Non-Hispanic
White 51,748 (45.4) 40,580 (35.6) 14,205 (12.5) 2,978 (2.6) 1,741 (1.5) 1,767 (1.6) 963 (0.8) 113,982 (100.0)
Black 49,644 (38.1) 49,659 (38.1) 20,818 (16.0) 4,464 (3.4) 2,543 (2.0) 2,190 (1.7) 903 (0.7) 130,221 (100.0)
Other 11,606 (47.6) 8,047 (33.0) 2,861 (11.7) 697 (2.9) 409 (1.7) 477 (2.0) 279 (1.1) 24,376 (100.0)

Hispanic 35,358 (49.5) 23,471 (32.9) 8,211 (11.5) 1,897 (2.7) 1,020 (1.4) 962 (1.3) 499 (0.7) 71,418 (100.0)
Total 148,356 (43.6) 121,757 (35.8) 46,095 (13.6) 10,036 (3.0) 5,713 (1.7) 5,396 (1.6) 2,644 (0.8) 339,997 (100.0)

* Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
† Data from 43 reporting areas; excludes nine reporting areas (California, District of Columbia, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York State, 

Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report weeks of gestation by age, or did not meet reporting standards. 
§ Data from 29 reporting areas; excludes 23 reporting areas (California, Colorado, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, 

Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York City, New York State, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Washington, and Wisconsin) 
that did not report, did not report weeks of gestation by race/ethnicity, or did not meet reporting standards. 
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TABLE 15. Number of deaths and case-fatality rates* for abortion-related deaths reported to CDC, by type of abortion — United States, 
1973–2018† 

Year

Type of abortion

CFR per 100,000 legal 
abortions

Induced

Unknown** TotalLegal§ Illegal¶

1973–1977 2.09
1973 25 19 3 47  
1974 26 6 1 33
1975 29 4 1 34
1976 11 2 1 14
1977 17 4 0 21

1978–1982 0.78
1978 9 7 0 16  
1979 22 0 0 22
1980 9 1 2 12
1981 8 1 0 9
1982 11 1 0 12

1983–1987 0.66
1983 11 1 0 12  
1984 12 0 0 12
1985 11 1 1 13
1986 11 0 2 13
1987 7 2 0 9

1988–1992 0.74
1988 16 0 0 16  
1989 12 1 0 13
1990 9 0 0 9
1991 11 1 0 12
1992 10 0 0 10

1993–1997 0.52
1993 6 1 2 9  
1994 10 2 0 12
1995 4 0 0 4
1996 9 0 0 9
1997 7 0 0 7

1998–2002 0.63
1998 9 0 0 9
1999 4 0 0 4
2000 11 0 0 11
2001 7 1 0 8
2002 10 0 0 10

2003–2007 0.60
2003 10 0 0 10  
2004 7 1 0 8
2005 7 0 0 7
2006 7 0 0 7
2007 6 0 0 6

2008–2012 0.65
2008 12 0 0 12  
2009 8 0 0 8
2010 10 0 0 10
2011 2 0 0 2
2012 4 0 0 4

2013–2018 0.41
2013 4 0 0 4  
2014 6 0 0 6
2015 2 0 1 3
2016 6 1 1 8
2017 2 0 0 2
2018 2 0 0 2

Abbreviation: CFR = case-fatality rate.
 * Number of legal induced abortion-related deaths per 100,000 reported legal induced abortions. Because a substantial number of legal induced abortions occurred outside reporting areas 

that provided data to CDC, national CFRs (i.e., number of legal induced abortion-related deaths per 100,000 reported legal induced abortions in the United States) were calculated with 
denominator data from the Guttmacher Institute’s national survey of abortion-providing facilities; for 2018, the CFR was calculated using denominator data for 2017, the most recent year 
for which data are available. Case-fatality rates were computed for consecutive 5-year periods during 1973–2012 and then for a consecutive 6-year period during 2013–2018 because rates 
based on <20 cases might be unstable.

 † Certain numbers might differ from those in reports published previously because additional information has been supplied to CDC subsequent to publication.
 § An abortion is defined as legal if it was performed by a licensed clinician within the limits of state law.
 ¶ An abortion is defined as illegal if it was performed by any person other than a licensed clinician.
 ** Unknown whether abortion was induced or spontaneous.
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Abortion Surveillance — United States, 2020
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Abstract

Problem/Condition: CDC conducts abortion surveillance to document the number and characteristics of women obtaining 
legal induced abortions and number of abortion-related deaths in the United States.
Period Covered: 2020.
Description of System: Each year, CDC requests abortion data from the central health agencies for the 50 states, the District of 
Columbia, and New York City. For 2020, a total of 49 reporting areas voluntarily provided aggregate abortion data to CDC. Of 
these, 48 reporting areas provided data each year during 2011–2020. Census and natality data were used to calculate abortion rates 
(number of abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years) and ratios (number of abortions per 1,000 live births), respectively. 
Abortion-related deaths from 2019 were assessed as part of CDC’s Pregnancy Mortality Surveillance System (PMSS).
Results: A total of 620,327 abortions for 2020 were reported to CDC from 49 reporting areas. Among 48 reporting areas with 
data each year during 2011–2020, in 2020, a total of 615,911 abortions were reported, the abortion rate was 11.2 abortions per 
1,000 women aged 15–44 years, and the abortion ratio was 198 abortions per 1,000 live births. From 2019 to 2020, the total 
number of abortions decreased 2% (from 625,346 total abortions), the abortion rate decreased 2% (from 11.4 abortions per 1,000 
women aged 15–44 years), and the abortion ratio increased 2% (from 195 abortions per 1,000 live births). From 2011 to 2020, 
the total number of reported abortions decreased 15% (from 727,554), the abortion rate decreased 18% (from 13.7 abortions 
per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years), and the abortion ratio decreased 9% (from 217 abortions per 1,000 live births).
In 2020, women in their 20s accounted for more than half of abortions (57.2%). Women aged 20–24 and 25–29 years accounted 
for the highest percentages of abortions (27.9% and 29.3%, respectively) and had the highest abortion rates (19.2 and 19.0 abortions 
per 1,000 women aged 20–24 and 25–29 years, respectively). By contrast, adolescents aged <15 years and women aged ≥40 years 
accounted for the lowest percentages of abortions (0.2% and 3.7%, respectively) and had the lowest abortion rates (0.4 and 
2.6 abortions per 1,000 women aged <15 and ≥40 years, respectively). However, abortion ratios were highest among adolescents 
(aged ≤19 years) and lowest among women aged 25–39 years.
Abortion rates decreased from 2011 to 2020 among all age groups. The decrease in abortion rate was highest among adolescents compared 
with any other age group. From 2019 to 2020, abortion rates decreased or did not change for all age groups. Abortion ratios decreased 
from 2011 to 2020 for all age groups, except adolescents aged 15–19 years and women aged 25–29 years for whom abortion ratios 
increased. The decrease in abortion ratio was highest among women aged ≥40 years compared with any other age group. From 2019 
to 2020, abortion ratios decreased for adolescents aged <15 and women aged ≥35 years and increased for women aged 15–34 years.
In 2020, 80.9% of abortions were performed at ≤9 weeks’ gestation, and nearly all (93.1%) were performed at ≤13 weeks’ gestation. 
During 2011–2020, the percentage of abortions performed at >13 weeks’ gestation remained consistently low (≤9.2%). In 2020, 
the highest percentage of abortions were performed by early medical abortion at ≤9 weeks’ gestation (51.0%), followed by surgical 
abortion at ≤13 weeks’ gestation (40.0%), surgical abortion at >13 weeks’ gestation (6.7%), and medical abortion at >9 weeks’ 
gestation (2.4%); all other methods were uncommon (<0.1%). Among those that were eligible (≤9 weeks’ gestation), 63.9% of 
abortions were early medical abortions. In 2019, the most recent year for which PMSS data were reviewed for pregnancy-related 
deaths, four women died as a result of complications from legal induced abortion.
Interpretation: Among the 48 areas that reported data continuously during 2011–2020, overall decreases were observed during 
2011–2020 in the total number, rate, and ratio of reported abortions. From 2019 to 2020, decreases also were observed in the 
total number and rate of reported abortions; however, a 2% increase was observed in the total abortion ratio.

Public Health Action: Abortion surveillance can be used to help 
evaluate programs aimed at promoting equitable access to patient-
centered quality contraceptive services in the United States to 
reduce unintended pregnancies.

Corresponding author: Division of Reproductive Health, National 
Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, CDC. 
E-mail: cdcinfo@cdc.gov.

mailto:cdcinfo@cdc.gov
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Introduction
This report summarizes data on legal induced abortions for 

2020 that were provided voluntarily to CDC by the central 
health agencies of 49 reporting areas (47 states, the District 
of Columbia, and New York City, excluding California, 
Maryland, and New Hampshire) and comparisons over time 
for the 48 reporting areas that reported each year during 
2011–2020 (47 states and New York City). This report also 
summarizes abortion-related deaths reported voluntarily to 
CDC for 2019 as part of the Pregnancy Mortality Surveillance 
System (PMSS). Since 1969, CDC has conducted abortion 
surveillance to document the number and characteristics of 
women obtaining legal induced abortions in the United States. 
After nationwide legalization of abortion in 1973, the total 
number, rate (number of abortions per 1,000 women aged 
15–44 years), and ratio (number of abortions per 1,000 live 
births) of reported abortions increased rapidly, reaching the 
highest levels in the 1980s, before decreasing at a slow yet 
steady pace (1,2). During 2006–2008, a break occurred in 
the previously sustained pattern of decrease (3,4), although 
this break was followed in subsequent years by even greater 
decreases (5,6). In 2017, the total number, rate, and ratio 
of reported abortions reached historic lows (5); however, 
from 2018 to 2019, 1%–3% increases were observed across 
all measures (7). Nonetheless, despite the overall decreases, 
abortion incidence and practices have varied over the years and 
continue to vary across subpopulations (8–12), highlighting 
the utility of continued surveillance.

Methods
Description of the Surveillance System

Each year, CDC requests aggregate data from the central 
health agencies of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and 
New York City to document the number and characteristics of 
women obtaining legal induced abortions in the United States. 
Not all persons who obtain abortions identify as women; the term 
“women” has been maintained in this report to be consistent with 
the collection and reporting of denominator data used to calculate 
abortion rates and ratios. This report contains data voluntarily 
reported to CDC as of August 19, 2022. For the purpose of 
surveillance, legal induced abortion is defined as an intervention 
performed within the limits of state law by a licensed clinician 
(e.g., a physician, nurse-midwife, nurse practitioner, or physician 
assistant) intended to terminate a suspected or known intrauterine 
pregnancy and that does not result in a live birth. This definition 
excludes management of intrauterine fetal death, early pregnancy 
failure/loss, ectopic pregnancy, or retained products of conception. 

All abortions in this report are considered to be legally induced 
unless stated otherwise.

In most states and jurisdictions, collection of abortion data 
are facilitated by a legal requirement for hospitals, facilities, 
or physicians to report abortions to a central health agency 
(13); however, reporting is not complete in all areas, including 
in certain areas with reporting requirements (14). Because 
the reporting of abortion data to CDC is voluntary, many 
reporting areas have developed their own data collection 
forms and might not collect or provide all the information 
requested by CDC. As a result, the level of detail reported by 
CDC might vary from year to year and by reporting area. To 
encourage uniform collection of data, CDC has collaborated 
with the National Association for Public Health Statistics 
and Information Systems (NAPHSIS) to develop reporting 
standards and provide technical guidance for vital statistics 
personnel who collect and summarize abortion data within 
the United States.

Variables and Categorization of Data
Each year, CDC sends a suggested template to central 

health agencies in the United States for compilation of 
aggregate abortion data among women obtaining legal induced 
abortions. Aggregate abortion numbers, without individual-
level records, are requested for the following variables:

• Age group in years of women obtaining legal induced 
abortions (<15, 15–19 [age group and by individual year], 
20–24, 25–29, 30–34, 35–39, or ≥40)

• Gestational age of pregnancy in completed weeks at the 
time of abortion (≤6, 7–20 by individual week, or ≥21)

• Race (Black, White, or other [including Asian, Pacific 
Islander, other races, and multiple races]), ethnicity 
(Hispanic or non-Hispanic), and race by ethnicity

• Method type (surgical abortion, intrauterine instillation, 
medical [nonsurgical] abortion, or hysterectomy/hysterotomy)

• Marital status (married [including currently married or 
separated] or unmarried [including never married, 
widowed, or divorced])

• Number of previous live births (zero, one, two, three, or 
four or more)

• Number of previous induced abortions (zero, one, two, 
or three or more)

• Residence (the state, jurisdiction, territory, or foreign 
country in which the women obtaining the abortion lived, 
or, if additional details are unavailable, in-reporting area 
versus out-of-reporting area)

In addition, the template provided by CDC requests that 
aggregate abortion numbers for certain variables be cross-
tabulated by a second variable. The cross-tabulations presented 
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in this report include weeks of gestation separately by method 
type, by age group, and by race or ethnicity.

Beginning with 2014 data, instead of reporting the clinician’s 
estimates of gestational age or estimates of gestational age based 
on last menstrual period, certain areas have reported “probable 
postfertilization age,” “clinician’s estimate of gestation based on 
date of conception,” and “probable gestational age” to CDC. 
To ensure consistency between data reported as postfertilization 
age and the data collection practices for gestational age 
recommended by CDC’s National Center for Health Statistics 
(15), 2 weeks were added to probable postfertilization age. This 
method was used to account for time after last menstrual period 
until ovulation in a standard 28-day cycle because fertilization 
occurs around the time of ovulation (16). No modifications 
were made to data reported as clinician’s estimate of gestational 
age based on date of conception or data reported as probable 
gestational age.

In this report, medical and surgical abortions are further 
categorized by gestational age when available in the categories 
reported to CDC. Early medical abortion is defined as the 
administration of medications (typically mifepristone followed 
by misoprostol) to induce an abortion at ≤9 completed weeks’ 
gestation consistent with U.S. Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA) labeling for mifepristone that was implemented in 
2016 (17). CDC collects information only on the estimated 
number of weeks (not days) of gestation and acknowledges 
the conventional use of completed weeks of gestation to 
describe pregnancy duration; therefore, CDC’s category 
of ≤9 weeks’ gestation includes abortions through 9 weeks 
and 6 days. Medications (typically serial prostaglandins, 
sometimes administered after mifepristone) also might be 
used to induce an abortion at >9 weeks’ gestation. Surgical 
abortions, which include uterine aspiration (i.e., dilation and 
curettage, aspiration curettage, suction curettage, manual 
vacuum aspiration, menstrual extraction, or sharp curettage) 
and dilation and evacuation procedures, are categorized as 
having been performed at ≤13 weeks’ gestation or at >13 weeks’ 
gestation because of differences in surgical technique at these 
gestational ages (18). Finally, because intrauterine instillations 
are unlikely to be performed early in gestation (19), abortions 
reported to have been performed by intrauterine instillation 
at ≤12 weeks’ gestation are excluded from calculation of 
the percentage of abortions by known method type and are 
grouped with unknown type.

Measures of Abortion
Four measures of abortion are presented in this report: 1) the 

number of abortions in a given population, 2) the percentage 
of abortions by selected characteristics, 3) the abortion rate 

(number of abortions per 1,000 women within a given 
population), and 4) the abortion ratio (number of abortions 
per 1,000 live births within a given population). Abortion 
rates adjust for differences in population size. Abortion ratios 
measure the relative number of pregnancies in a population 
that end in abortion compared with live birth.

The U.S. Census Bureau estimates of the resident female 
population were used as the denominator for calculating 
abortion rates (20–29). Overall abortion rates were calculated 
from the population of women aged 15–44 years living in 
the reporting areas that provided continuously reported data. 
For adolescents aged <15 years, abortion rates were calculated 
using the number of adolescents aged 13–14 years as the 
denominator; for women aged ≥40 years, abortion rates were 
calculated using the number of women aged 40–44 years as the 
denominator. For the calculation of abortion ratios, live birth 
data were obtained from CDC natality files and included births 
to women of all ages living in the reporting areas that provided 
abortion data (30,31). For calculation of the total abortion rates 
and total ratios only, women with unknown data on selected 
characteristics (e.g., age, race or ethnicity, and marital status) 
were distributed according to the distribution of abortions 
among those with known information on the characteristic. 
For calculation of totals only, abortions for women with an 
unknown gestational age of pregnancy but known method 
type were distributed according to the distribution of abortions 
among those with known information on method type by 
gestational age to the following categories: surgical, ≤13 weeks’ 
gestation; surgical, >13 weeks’ gestation; medical, ≤9 weeks’ 
gestation; and medical, >9 weeks’ gestation.

Data Presentation and Analysis
This report provides aggregate and reporting area–specific 

abortion numbers, rates, and ratios for the 49 areas that 
reported to CDC for 2020, which excluded California, 
Maryland, and New Hampshire. In addition, this report 
describes characteristics of women who obtained abortions in 
2020. The data in this report are presented by the reporting 
area in which the abortions were performed.

The completeness and quality of data received vary by year, 
by variable, and by reporting area; this report only describes 
the characteristics of women obtaining abortions in reporting 
areas that met CDC reporting standards (i.e., reported at least 
20 abortions overall, provided data categorized in accordance 
with requested variables, and had <15% unknown values for a 
given characteristic). Cells with a numerical value in the range 
of 1–4 and cells that would allow for calculation of these values 
have been suppressed in this report to maintain confidentiality 
in tables presented by reporting area of occurrence.
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The percentage change in abortion measures (number, rate, 
and ratio of reported abortions) from the most recent past 
year (2019 to 2020) and during the 10-year period of analysis 
(2011–2020) were calculated for the 48 areas that reported 
every year during 2011–2020. The percentage change was also 
calculated and reported for abortions by age group, weeks of 
gestation, and early medical abortions (≤9 completed weeks’ 
gestation) for areas that met reporting standards for these 
variables every year during 2011–2020. As a result, aggregate 
measures for 2020 in percentage change analyses might differ 
from the point estimates reported for 2020. These data describe 
the percentage changes in abortion measures over time and 
abortions measures among groups for each characteristic. No 
statistical testing was performed. Comparisons do not imply 
statistical significance, and lack of comment regarding the 
difference between values does not imply that no statistically 
significant difference exists.

Abortion Mortality
CDC has reported data on abortion-related deaths 

periodically since information on abortion mortality first was 
included in the 1972 abortion surveillance report (7,32). An 
abortion-related death is defined as a death resulting from a 
direct complication of an abortion (legal or illegal), an indirect 
complication caused by a chain of events initiated by an 
abortion, or an aggravation of a pre-existing condition by the 
physiologic effects of abortion. An abortion is categorized as 
legal when it is performed by a licensed clinician within the 
limits of state law.

Since 1987, CDC has monitored abortion-related deaths 
through PMSS, which includes data from all 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, and New York City (33). Sources of 
data to identify abortion-related deaths have included state 
vital records; media reports, including computerized searches 
of full-text newspaper and other print media databases; and 
individual case reports by public health agencies, including 
maternal mortality review committees, health care providers 
and provider organizations, private citizens, and citizen 
groups. For each death that is possibly related to abortion, 
CDC requests clinical records and autopsy reports. Two 
medical epidemiologists independently review these reports 
to determine the cause of death and whether the death was 
abortion related. Discrepancies are discussed and resolved by 
consensus. Each death is categorized by abortion type as legal 
induced, illegal induced, spontaneous, or unknown type.

This report provides PMSS data on induced abortion-related 
deaths that occurred in 2019, the most recent year for which 
PMSS data are available. For 1998–2019, abortion surveillance 
data reported to CDC cannot be used alone to calculate 

national case-fatality rates for legal induced abortions (number 
of legal induced abortion-related deaths per 100,000 reported 
legal induced abortions in the United States) because eight 
reporting areas did not report abortion data every year during 
this period (Alaska, 1998–2000; California, 1998–2019; the 
District of Columbia, 2016; Louisiana, 2005; Maryland, 
2007–2019; New Hampshire, 1998–2019; Oklahoma, 1998–
1999; and West Virginia, 2003–2004). Thus, denominator 
data for calculation of national legal induced abortion case-
fatality rates were obtained from a published report by the 
Guttmacher Institute that includes estimated total numbers 
of abortions in the United States from a national survey of 
abortion-providing facilities (6,34). The case-fatality rate was 
calculated using denominator data for 2019. Because rates 
determined on the basis of a numerator <20 are unstable (35), 
national case-fatality rates for legal induced abortion were 
calculated for consecutive 5-year periods during 1973–2012 
and then for a consecutive 7-year period during 2013–2019.

Results
Total Abortions Reported to CDC  

by Occurrence
Among the 49 reporting areas that provided data for 2020, a 

total of 620,327 abortions were reported. Of these abortions, 
615,911 (99.3%) were from 48 reporting areas that provided 
data every year during 2011–2020. In 2020, these continuously 
reporting areas had an abortion rate of 11.2 abortions per 
1,000 women aged 15–44 years and an abortion ratio of 
198 abortions per 1,000 live births (Table 1). From 2019 to 
2020, the total number of reported abortions decreased 2% 
(from 625,346 total abortions), the abortion rate decreased 2% 
(from 11.4 abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years), and 
the abortion ratio increased 2% (from 195 abortions per 1,000 
live births). From 2011 to 2020, the total number of reported 
abortions decreased 15% (from 727,554), the abortion rate 
decreased 18% (from 13.7 abortions per 1,000 women aged 
15–44 years), and the abortion ratio decreased 9% (from 
217 abortions per 1,000 live births) (Figure).

In 2020, there was a considerable range by reporting area of 
occurrence in abortion rates (from 0.1 to 23.0 abortions per 
1,000 women aged 15–44 years in Missouri and the District 
of Columbia) and abortion ratios (from two to 498 abortions 
per 1,000 live births in Missouri and the District of Columbia) 
(Table 2). The percentage of abortions obtained by out-of-area 
residents also varied among reporting areas (from 0.5% in 
Arizona to 70.7% in the District of Columbia).
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FIGURE. Number, rate,* and ratio† of abortions performed, by year – selected reporting 
areas,§ United States, 2011–2020
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Age Group, Race or Ethnicity,  
and Marital Status

Among the 48 areas that reported abortion numbers by 
women’s age for 2020, women in their 20s accounted for more 
than half of abortions (57.2%) (Table 3). Women aged 20–24 
and 25–29 years accounted for the highest percentages of 
abortions (27.9% and 29.3%, respectively) and had the highest 
abortion rates (19.2 and 19.0 abortions per 1,000 women aged 
20–24 and 25–29 years, respectively). By contrast, adolescents 
aged <15 years and women aged ≥40 years accounted for the 
lowest percentages of abortions (0.2% and 3.7%, respectively) 
and had the lowest abortion rates (0.4 and 2.6 abortions per 
1,000 women aged <15 and ≥40 years, respectively). However, 
abortion ratios were highest among adolescents (859 and 
363 abortions per 1,000 live births among those aged <15 years 
and 15–19 years, respectively) and lowest among women aged 
25–39 years (205, 136, and 144 abortions per 1,000 live births 
among those aged 25–29, 30–34, and 35–39 years, respectively).

Among the 43 reporting areas that provided data each 
year by women’s age for 2011–2020, this pattern across age 
groups was stable, with the highest percentages of abortions 
and the highest abortion rates occurring among women 
aged 20–29 years and the lowest percentages of abortions 
and lowest abortion rates occurring among adolescents aged 
<15 years and women aged ≥40 years (Table 4). From 2011 to 

2020, abortion rates decreased among all age 
groups, although the decreases for adolescents 
(56% and 48% for adolescents aged <15 and 
15–19 years, respectively) were greater than 
the decreases for women aged ≥20 years. 
From 2019 to 2020, abortion rates decreased 
or did not change for all age groups. During 
2011–2020, abortion ratios decreased for all 
age groups, except among adolescents aged 
15–19 years and women aged 25–29 years for 
whom abortion ratios increased. The decrease 
in abortion ratio was highest among women 
aged ≥40 years. From 2019 to 2020, abortion 
ratios decreased for adolescents aged <15 
and women aged ≥35 years and increased for 
women aged 15–34 years.

Among the 46 areas that reported age by 
individual year among adolescents for 2020, 
adolescents aged 18–19 years accounted for 
highest percentage (71.1%) of adolescent 
abortions and had the highest abortion rates 
(8.3 and 11.9 abortions per 1,000 adolescents 
aged 18 and 19 years, respectively) (Table 5). 

Adolescents aged <15 years accounted for the lowest percentage 
of adolescent abortions (2.7%) and had the lowest abortion rate 
(0.4 abortions per 1,000 adolescents aged 13–14 years). The 
abortion ratio for adolescents was highest among adolescents 
aged <15 years (828 abortions per 1,000 live births) and was 
lowest among adolescents aged 17–19 years (343, 371, and 
313 abortions per 1,000 live births among adolescents aged 
17, 18, and 19 years, respectively).

Among the 30 areas that reported race by ethnicity data for 
2020, non-Hispanic White women (White) and non-Hispanic 
Black women (Black) accounted for the highest percentages of all 
abortions (32.7% and 39.2%, respectively), and Hispanic women 
and non-Hispanic women in the other race category accounted 
for lower percentages (21.1% and 7.0%, respectively) (Table 6). 
White women had the lowest abortion rate (6.2 abortions per 
1,000 women aged 15–44 years) and ratio (118 abortions per 
1,000 live births), and Black women had the highest abortion 
rate (24.4 abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years) and 
ratio (426 abortions per 1,000 live births).

Among the 40 areas that reported by marital status for 2020, 
13.7% of women who obtained an abortion were married, 
and 86.3% were unmarried (Table 7). The abortion ratio was 
46 abortions per 1,000 live births for married women and 
412 abortions per 1,000 live births for unmarried women.
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Previous Live Births and  
Previous Induced Abortions

Among the 43 areas that reported the number of previous 
live births for 2020, 39.1%, 24.5%, 20.3%, 9.7%, and 6.4% 
of abortions reported were among women who had zero, one, 
two, three, or four or more previous live births, respectively 
(Table 8). Among the 42 areas that reported the number of 
previous induced abortions for 2020, 57.7%, 24.1%, 10.5%, 
and 7.8% of abortions reported were among women who 
had had zero, one, two, or three or more previous induced 
abortions, respectively (Table 9).

Weeks of Gestation and Method Type
Among the 41 areas that reported gestational age at the time 

of abortion for 2020, 80.9% of abortions were performed at 
≤9 weeks’ gestation, and nearly all (93.1%) were performed 
at ≤13 weeks’ gestation (Table 10). Fewer abortions were 
performed at 14–20 weeks’ gestation (5.8%) or at ≥21 weeks’ 
gestation (0.9%). Among the 33 reporting areas that provided 
data every year on gestational age for 2011–2020, the 
percentage of abortions performed at ≤13 weeks’ gestation 
changed from 91.3% to 92.5% (Table 11). However, within 
this gestational age range, a shift occurred toward earlier 
gestational ages, with the percentage of abortions performed 
at ≤6 weeks’ gestation increasing 17% and the percentage of 
abortions performed at 7–9 weeks’ and 10–13 weeks’ gestation 
decreasing 2% and 21%, respectively.

Among the 46 areas that reported by method type for 
2020 and included medical abortion on their reporting form, 
51.0% were early medical abortions (a nonsurgical abortion 
at ≤9 weeks’ gestation), 40.0% of abortions were surgical 
abortions at ≤13 weeks’ gestation, 6.7% were surgical abortions 
at >13 weeks’ gestation, and 2.4% were medical abortions at 
>9 weeks’ gestation; other methods, including intrauterine 
instillation and hysterectomy/hysterotomy, were rare (<0.1%) 
(Table 12). During 2011−2020, a total of 37 reporting areas 
(excludes Alabama, California, the District of Columbia, 
Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, New 
Hampshire, New Mexico, Tennessee, Vermont, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming) provided continuous data and included medical 
abortion on their reporting form. Among these 37 areas, use 
of early medical abortion increased 22% from 2019 to 2020 
(from 41.1% to 50.0% of abortions) and 154% from 2011 
to 2020 (from 19.7% to 50.0% of abortions).

Among the 40 areas that reported abortions categorized 
by individual weeks of gestation and method type for 2020, 
surgical abortion accounted for the highest percentage of 
abortions at >10 weeks’ gestation (Table 13). Surgical abortion 

accounted for 32.1% of abortions at ≤6 weeks’ gestation, 
41.2% of abortions at 7–9 weeks’ gestation, 84.3% of abortions 
at 10–13 weeks’ gestation, 96.2%–98.8% of abortions at 
14–20 weeks’ gestation, and 86.3% of abortions at ≥21 weeks’ 
gestation. In contrast, medical abortion accounted for 67.9% 
of abortions at ≤6 weeks’ gestation, 58.7% of abortions at 
7–9 weeks’ gestation, 15.7% of abortions at 10–13 weeks’ 
gestation, 1.2%–2.9% of abortions at 14–20 weeks’ gestation, 
and 11.8% of abortions at ≥21 weeks’ gestation. For each 
gestational age category as applicable, abortions performed 
by intrauterine instillation or hysterectomy/hysterotomy were 
rare (<0.1%–1.7% of abortions).

Weeks of Gestation by Age Group  
and Race or Ethnicity

In reporting areas that provided data that met CDC 
reporting standards, abortions that were categorized by weeks 
of gestation were further categorized by age and by race or 
ethnicity (Table 14). In every subgroup for these characteristics, 
the highest percentage of abortions occurred at ≤9 weeks’ 
gestation. In 41 reporting areas, by age, 61.0% of adolescents 
aged <15 years and 75.5% of adolescents aged 15–19 years 
obtained an abortion at ≤9 weeks’ gestation, compared with 
≥80.6% among women aged ≥20 years. Conversely, 18.7% 
of adolescents aged <15 years and 9.1% of adolescents aged 
15–19 years obtained an abortion after 13 weeks’ gestation, 
compared with 6.3%–7.2% for women aged ≥20 years. In 
28 reporting areas, by race or ethnicity, 80.1% of abortions 
obtained by Black women occurred at ≤9 weeks’ gestation, 
compared with 81.5% of non-Hispanic women in the other 
race category, 82.0% of White women, and 83.9% of Hispanic 
women. Conversely, 5.4% of abortions obtained by Hispanic 
women occurred after 13 weeks’ gestation, followed by 6.2% 
of White women, 6.3% of Black women, and 6.9% of non-
Hispanic women in the other race category.

Abortion Mortality
Using national PMSS data (33), CDC identified four 

abortion-related deaths for 2019, the most recent year 
for which data were reviewed for abortion-related deaths 
(Table 15). Investigation of these cases indicated all deaths 
were related to legal abortion.

The annual number of deaths related to legal induced 
abortion has fluctuated from year to year since 1973 (Table 15). 
The national case-fatality rate for legal induced abortion for 
2013–2019 was 0.43 deaths related to legal induced abortions 
per 100,000 reported legal abortions. This case-fatality rate was 
lower than the rates for the previous 5-year periods.
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Discussion
For 2020, a total of 620,327 abortions were reported to CDC 

by 49 areas. Among the 48 continuously reporting areas, for 
2020, the abortion rate was 11.2 abortions per 1,000 women 
aged 15–44 years, and the abortion ratio was 198 abortions per 
1,000 live births. From 2019 to 2020, the number of abortions 
decreased 2%, the abortion rate decreased 2%, and the abortion 
ratio increased 2%. Although the rate of reported abortions 
declined overall from 2011 to 2020, after reaching a historic 
low in 2017, the overall abortion rate increased between 2018 
and 2019, before declining again in 2020.

Using data from their national survey of abortion-providing 
facilities, the Guttmacher Institute estimated that approximately 
21% of all pregnancies in the United States ended in induced 
abortion in 2020 (34). Multiple factors influence the incidence 
of abortion, including access to health care services and 
contraception (36–38); the availability of abortion providers 
and clinics (6,39,40); state regulations, such as mandatory 
waiting periods (41–43), parental involvement laws (44,45), 
and legal restrictions on abortion providers and clinics (46–52); 
and changes in the economy and the resulting impact on family 
planning decisions and contraceptive use (53).

Abortion measures in 2020 might have been affected by the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Factors include temporary changes 
that defined abortion as a nonessential service at the hospital, 
local, or jurisdiction level (54,55), clinic closures, and changes 
in practice (e.g., shift from surgical abortions to medical 
abortions, implementation, and uptake of telehealth) (56–60). 
In addition, there might have been changes in pregnancy rates 
because of reduced sexual activity (61,62).

Abortion measures also differ by demographic characteristics. 
Among areas that reported data continuously by age during 
2011–2020, women in their 20s accounted for the highest 
percentages of abortions and had the highest abortion rates, 
whereas adolescents aged <15 years accounted for the lowest 
percentage of abortions and had the lowest abortion rate, and 
adolescents aged <15 years and 15–19 years had the highest 
abortion ratios. During 2011–2020, women aged ≥40 years 
accounted for a relatively small percentage of reported 
abortions (≤3.8%). However, the abortion ratio among women 
aged ≥40 years continues to be higher than among women 
aged 25–39 years.

The percentage change in adolescent abortions described in 
this report are important for monitoring changes in adolescent 
pregnancies in the United States. From 2011 to 2020, national 
birth data indicate that the birth rate for adolescents aged 
15–19 years decreased 51% (31), and the data in this report 
indicate that the abortion rate for the same age group decreased 
48%. These findings highlight that decreases in adolescent 

births in the United States have been accompanied by large 
decreases in adolescent abortions (31).

As in previous years, abortion rates and ratios differ across 
racial or ethnic groups. For example, in 2020, compared 
with White women, abortion rates and ratios were 3.9 and 
3.6 times higher among Black women and 1.8 and 1.5 times 
higher among Hispanic women. Similar differences by race or 
ethnicity have been demonstrated in other U.S.-based studies 
(2,8–11,63). The factors leading to higher abortion rates 
among certain racial or ethnic minority groups are complex. 
In addition to disparities in rates of unintended pregnancies, 
structural factors, including unequal access to quality family 
planning services (64,65), economic inequities, and mistrust of 
the medical system (66), can contribute to observed differences.

In 2020, approximately four out of five abortions occurred 
early in gestation (≤9 weeks), when the risks for complications 
are lowest (67–70). Over the past 10 years, this percentage 
increased from 74.3% in 2011 to 79.1% in 2020. Moreover, 
among areas that reported abortions at ≤13 weeks’ gestation 
by individual week, the distribution of abortions by gestational 
age continued to shift toward earlier weeks of gestation, with 
the percentage of early abortions performed at ≤6 weeks’ 
gestation increasing from 34.2% in 2011 to 39.9% in 2020. 
Previous research indicates that the distribution of abortions 
by gestational age differs by various sociodemographic 
characteristics (71–73). In this report, the percentage of 
adolescents aged ≤19 years who obtained abortions at 
>13 weeks’ gestation was higher than the percentage among 
women aged ≥20 years. The gestational age when abortions 
are performed can be influenced by multiple factors, including 
jurisdiction abortion restrictions, accurate estimation of 
gestational age, income level, age, and presence of pregnancy-
related health conditions (41,63,70,72–77).

Changes in clinical practices have facilitated the trend of 
obtaining abortions earlier in pregnancy. Research conducted 
in the United States during the 1970s indicated that surgical 
abortion procedures performed at ≤6 weeks’ gestation, 
compared with 7–12 weeks’ gestation, were less likely to 
result in successful termination of the pregnancy (78). 
However, subsequent advances in technology (e.g., improved 
transvaginal ultrasonography and sensitivity of pregnancy tests) 
have allowed very early surgical abortions to be performed 
with completion rates exceeding 97% (79–82). Likewise, the 
development of early medical abortion regimens has allowed for 
abortions to be performed early in gestation, with completion 
rates for regimens that combine mifepristone and misoprostol 
reaching 96%–98% (82–85).

Trends for early medical abortions are reported to monitor 
any changes in clinical practice that might have occurred with 
the accumulation of evidence on the safety and effectiveness 
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of medical abortion past 63 days of gestation (8 completed 
weeks’ gestation) (86), changes in professional practice 
guidelines published in 2013 and 2014 (87,88), and the 
2016 FDA extension of the gestational age limit for the use 
of mifepristone for early medical abortion from 63 days to 
70 days (9 completed weeks’ gestation) (89). Among abortions 
occurring at ≤9 weeks’ gestation in 2020, 63.9% of abortions 
were reported as early medical abortions. In 2020, the most 
common method among abortions reported overall was early 
medical abortion at ≤9 weeks’ gestation (51.0%). Among areas 
that reported by method type and included medical abortion 
on their reporting form, the percentage of all abortions 
performed by early medical abortion increased 154% from 
2011 to 2020 and increased 22% from 2019 to 2020.

Because the annual number of deaths related to legal 
induced abortion is small and statistically unstable, case-fatality 
rates were calculated for consecutive 5-year periods during 
1973–2012 and then for a consecutive 7-year period during 
2013–2019. The national case-fatality rate for legal induced 
abortion was 0.43 per 100,000 abortions. Since the late 1970s, 
all rates for the preceding 5-year periods have been fewer than 
1 death per 100,000 abortions, demonstrating the low risk for 
death associated with legal induced abortion.

Limitations
The findings in this report are subject to at least four 

limitations. First, because reporting to CDC is voluntary 
and reporting requirements vary by the individual reporting 
areas (13,14), CDC is unable to report the total number of 
abortions performed in the United States. Of the 52 areas from 
which CDC requested data for 2020, California, Maryland, 
and New Hampshire did not submit abortion data. In 2020, 
the most recent year for which data are available through the 
Guttmacher Institute’s national survey of abortion-providing 
facilities, abortions performed in these states accounted for 
approximately 20% of all abortions in the United States (34). 
CDC receives aggregated data from the central health agencies 
of reporting areas, which might result in different estimates 
than reported by the Guttmacher Institute. New Jersey did not 
have abortion reporting requirements to a centralized health 
agency during the period covered in this report (13), which 
potentially affects the representativeness of data provided to 
CDC. Certain reporting areas (the District of Columbia and 
Wyoming) have recently implemented new legislation that 
could improve reporting of abortion data. Nonetheless, even 
in reporting areas that legally require clinicians to submit a 

report for every abortion they perform, enforcement of this 
requirement varies.

Second, many states use abortion reporting forms that 
differ from the technical guidance that CDC developed in 
collaboration with NAPHSIS. Consequently, certain reporting 
areas do not collect all variables requested by CDC (e.g., age 
and race or ethnicity) or do not report the data in a manner 
consistent with this guidance (e.g., gestational age). Missing 
demographic information can reduce the extent to which 
the statistics in this report represent women who have had 
abortions. Only 30 reporting areas reported race or ethnicity 
data to CDC that met CDC’s reporting standards. Certain 
areas that either do not report to CDC (e.g., California) or do 
not report race or ethnicity data (e.g., Illinois) have sufficiently 
large populations of racial or ethnic minority groups that 
the absence of data from these areas likely reduces the 
representativeness of CDC data for these variables. In addition, 
because of the variability in data collection for race or ethnicity 
among reporting areas, data for specific racial or ethnic groups 
beyond White, Black, and Hispanic are not requested or 
reported. In addition, certain areas collect gestational age data 
that are based on estimated date of conception or probable 
postfertilization age, which are not consistent with medical 
conventions for gestational age reporting. Without medical 
guidance on how to report these data, the validity and reliability 
of gestational age for these reporting areas is uncertain.

Third, abortion data are compiled and reported to CDC 
by the central health agency of the reporting area in which 
the abortion was performed rather than the reporting area 
in which the person lived. Thus, the available population 
(20–29) and birth data (30,31), which are organized by the 
states/jurisdictions in which women live, might differ from 
the population of women who undergo abortions in a given 
reporting area. This likely results in an overestimation of 
abortions for reporting areas in which a higher percentage 
of abortions are obtained by out-of-area residents and an 
underestimation of abortions for reporting areas where 
residents more frequently obtain abortions out of area. Limited 
abortion services, stringent regulatory requirements for 
obtaining an abortion, or geographic proximity to services in 
another state might influence where women obtain abortion 
services (90,91).

Finally, CDC reporting of sociodemographic characteristics 
of women obtaining abortions is limited to data collected on 
jurisdiction reporting forms. Therefore, the examination of 
additional demographic variables (e.g., income and education) 
is not possible.
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Public Health Implications
Ongoing surveillance of legal induced abortion is important 

for several reasons. First, abortion surveillance can be used to 
help evaluate programs aimed at promoting equitable access to 
patient-centered contraceptive care in the United States to reduce 
unintended pregnancies. Up to 42% of unintended pregnancies 
in the United States end in abortion (92), and use of effective 
contraception is a strategy to reduce unintended pregnancy (93). 
Efforts to improve contraceptive access have been associated 
with declines in the rate of abortions (36,38). Reported barriers 
to accessing contraception include cost, inadequate provider 
reimbursement and training, insufficient patient-centered 
counseling, lack of youth-friendly services, and low client 
awareness of available contraceptive methods (36–38,94–100). 
Reducing these barriers might help ensure equitable access 
to patient-centered contraceptive care and promote equitable 
reproductive health in the United States (101).

Second, routine abortion surveillance can be used to assess 
changes in clinical practice patterns over time. Information 
in this report on the number of abortions performed through 
different methods (e.g., medical or surgical) and at different 
gestational ages provides the denominator data that are 
necessary for analyses of the relative safety of abortion practices 
(102,103). Finally, information on the number of pregnancies 
ending in abortion is used in conjunction with data on births 
and fetal losses to estimate the number of pregnancies in the 
United States and determine rates for various outcomes of 
public health importance (12).
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TABLE 1. Number, percentage, rate,* and ratio† of reported 
abortions — selected reporting areas, United States, 2011–2020

Year

Selected reporting areas§ Continuously reporting areas¶

No. No. (%)** Rate Ratio

2011 730,322 727,554 (99.6) 13.7 217
2012 699,202 696,587 (99.6) 13.1 208
2013 664,435 661,874 (99.6) 12.4 198
2014 652,639 649,849 (99.6) 12.1 192
2015 638,169 636,902 (99.8) 11.8 188
2016 623,471 623,471 (100.0) 11.6 186
2017 612,719 609,095 (99.4) 11.2 185
2018 619,591 614,820 (99.2) 11.3 189
2019 629,898 625,346 (99.3) 11.4 195
2020 620,327 615,911 (99.3) 11.2 198

 * Number of abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years.
 † Number of abortions per 1,000 live births.
 § For each given year, excludes reporting areas that did not report that year’s 

abortion numbers to CDC: California (2011–2020), the District of Columbia 
(2016), Maryland (2011–2020), and New Hampshire (2011–2020).

 ¶ For all years, excludes reporting areas that did not report abortion numbers 
every year during the analysis period: California, the District of Columbia, 
Maryland, and New Hampshire.

 ** Abortions from areas that reported every year during the analysis period as 
a percentage of all reported abortions for a given year.  
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TABLE 2. Number, rate,* and ratio† of reported abortions, by reporting area of occurrence and number of abortions obtained by out-of-area 
residents§ — United States, 2020¶

Area

Abortions reported by area of occurrence**
Abortions obtained by 
out-of-area residents

No. Rate Ratio No. (%)

Alabama 5,713 6.0 99 875 (15.3)
Alaska 1,206 8.4 127 8 (0.7)
Arizona 13,273 9.3 172 72 (0.5)
Arkansas 3,154 5.4 89 390 (12.4)
Colorado 9,869 8.3 160 1,283 (13.0)
Connecticut 9,115 13.6 272 456 (5.0)
Delaware 2,281 12.5 219 272 (11.9)
District of Columbia 4,416 23.0 498 3,123 (70.7)
Florida 74,868 19.1 357 3,988 (5.3)
Georgia 37,533 17.1 306 6,411 (17.1)
Hawaii 1,809 7.0 115 32 (1.8)
Idaho 1,680 4.8 78 102 (6.1)
Illinois 46,243 18.7 347 9,686 (20.9)
Indiana 7,756 5.9 99 384 (5.0)
Iowa 4,058 6.8 112 679 (16.7)
Kansas 7,526 13.4 219 3,901 (51.8)
Kentucky 4,104 4.8 79 617 (15.0)
Louisiana 7,473 8.1 130 1,240 (16.6)
Maine 2,064 8.8 179 115 (5.6)
Massachusetts 16,452 11.8 248 593 (3.6)
Michigan 29,669 15.8 285 1,620 (5.5)
Minnesota 10,349 9.5 163 971 (9.4)
Mississippi 3,559 6.1 100 360 (10.1)
Missouri 167 0.1 2 33 (19.8)
Montana 1,675 8.4 155 177 (10.6)
Nebraska 2,378 6.3 98 374 (15.7)
Nevada 8,633 14.1 257 471 (5.5)
New Jersey†† 22,972 13.7 235 1,593 (6.9)
New Mexico 4,293 10.7 196 1,301 (30.3)
New York 63,142 16.5 302 3,670 (5.8)§§

New York City 37,523 20.9 388 3,195 (8.5)
New York State 25,619 12.6 227 2,469 (9.6)

North Carolina 30,004 14.4 257 5,117 (17.1)
North Dakota 1,174 7.9 117 338 (28.8)
Ohio 20,605 9.3 159 1,167 (5.7)
Oklahoma 3,797 4.9 80 598 (15.7)
Oregon 6,991 8.4 176 672 (9.6)
Pennsylvania 32,123 13.5 246 2,144 (6.7)
Rhode Island 2,611 12.6 258 424 (16.2)
South Carolina 5,468 5.5 98 278 (5.1)
South Dakota 125 0.8 11 19 (15.2)
Tennessee 11,243 8.4 143 —¶¶

Texas 55,132 9.0 150 1,183 (2.1)
Utah 2,362 3.3 52 118 (5.0)
Vermont 1,227 10.7 239 213 (17.4)
Virginia 15,604 9.2 165 1,067 (6.8)
Washington 16,909 11.0 204 852 (5.0)
West Virginia 1,001 3.2 58 152 (15.2)
Wisconsin 6,430 5.9 106 94 (1.5)
Wyoming 91 0.8 15 22 (24.2)
Total 620,327 N/A N/A N/A

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
 * Number of abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years.
 † Number of abortions per 1,000 live births.
 § Additional details on the reporting area in which abortions were provided, cross-tabulated by the area of residence, are available at https://www.cdc.gov/

reproductivehealth/data_stats/Abortion.htm.
 ¶ Data from 49 reporting areas; excludes three reporting areas (California, Maryland, and New Hampshire) that did not report.
 ** The total abortions include those with known and unknown residence status.
 †† Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 §§ Residents of New York State who had abortions in New York City and residents of New York City who had abortions in New York State were excluded from the 

number and percentage of abortions obtained by out-of-area residents in New York.
 ¶¶ Tennessee did not report data by residence; therefore, the percentage of abortions obtained in Tennessee by out-of-area residents cannot be calculated.  

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/Abortion.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/Abortion.htm
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TABLE 3. Number of reported abortions, by known age group and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2020

Area

Age group (yrs) Total abortions reported  
by known age<15 15–19 20–24 25–29 30–34 35–39 ≥40

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)
No. (% of all 

reported abortions)§

Alabama 21 (0.4) 483 (8.5) 1,746 (30.6) 1,768 (31.0) 1,019 (17.9) 533 (9.3) 137 (2.4) 5,707 (99.9)
Alaska 7 (0.6) 121 (10.0) 361 (29.9) 319 (26.5) 238 (19.7) 121 (10.0) 39 (3.2) 1,206 (100.0)
Arizona 24 (0.2) 1,202 (9.1) 4,033 (30.4) 3,656 (27.5) 2,519 (19.0) 1,371 (10.3) 468 (3.5) 13,273 (100.0)
Arkansas 11 (0.3) 293 (9.3) 965 (30.6) 961 (30.5) 556 (17.7) 279 (8.9) 84 (2.7) 3,149 (99.8)
Colorado 28 (0.3) 929 (9.4) 2,897 (29.4) 2,812 (28.5) 1,890 (19.2) 953 (9.7) 357 (3.6) 9,866 (100.0)
Connecticut 15 (0.2) 770 (8.5) 2,575 (28.3) 2,556 (28.1) 1,849 (20.3) 1,017 (11.2) 325 (3.6) 9,107 (99.9)
Delaware 8 (0.4) 221 (9.7) 656 (28.8) 646 (28.3) 424 (18.6) 248 (10.9) 78 (3.4) 2,281 (100.0)
District of Columbia 11 (0.2) 407 (9.2) 1,273 (28.8) 1,366 (31.0) 819 (18.6) 407 (9.2) 130 (2.9) 4,413 (99.9)
Florida 124 (0.2) 5,157 (6.9) 20,017 (26.8) 21,866 (29.3) 15,876 (21.2) 8,613 (11.5) 3,087 (4.1) 74,740 (99.8)
Georgia 66 (0.2) 2,666 (7.1) 10,444 (27.8) 11,572 (30.8) 7,674 (20.4) 3,814 (10.2) 1,297 (3.5) 37,533 (100.0)
Hawaii —¶ 157 (8.7) 501 (27.7) 499 (27.6) 334 (18.5) 218 (12.1) —¶ 1,809 (100.0)
Idaho 9 (0.5) 195 (11.6) 546 (32.5) 423 (25.2) 279 (16.6) 174 (10.4) 54 (3.2) 1,680 (100.0)
Illinois 88 (0.2) 3,775 (8.2) 13,022 (28.3) 14,343 (31.2) 8,809 (19.1) 4,554 (9.9) 1,438 (3.1) 46,029 (99.5)
Indiana 16 (0.2) 699 (9.0) 2,367 (30.5) 2,232 (28.8) 1,417 (18.3) 771 (9.9) 254 (3.3) 7,756 (100.0)
Iowa 14 (0.3) 409 (10.1) 1,177 (29.0) 1,133 (27.9) 732 (18.0) 458 (11.3) 135 (3.3) 4,058 (100.0)
Kansas 20 (0.3) 694 (9.2) 2,355 (31.3) 2,154 (28.6) 1,288 (17.1) 761 (10.1) 254 (3.4) 7,526 (100.0)
Kentucky 13 (0.3) 353 (8.6) 1,192 (29.0) 1,229 (29.9) 779 (19.0) 399 (9.7) 139 (3.4) 4,104 (100.0)
Louisiana 22 (0.3) 634 (8.5) 2,098 (28.1) 2,257 (30.2) 1,446 (19.4) 762 (10.2) 253 (3.4) 7,472 (100.0)
Maine 7 (0.3) 164 (8.0) 553 (26.8) 584 (28.3) 419 (20.3) 267 (13.0) 67 (3.3) 2,061 (99.9)
Massachusetts 19 (0.1) 1,118 (6.8) 4,216 (25.7) 4,430 (27.0) 3,643 (22.2) 2,192 (13.4) 761 (4.6) 16,379 (99.6)
Michigan 74 (0.3) 2,360 (8.0) 8,492 (28.8) 9,275 (31.4) 5,810 (19.7) 2,625 (8.9) 881 (3.0) 29,517 (99.5)
Minnesota 28 (0.3) 857 (8.3) 2,766 (26.8) 2,938 (28.4) 2,142 (20.7) 1,186 (11.5) 419 (4.1) 10,336 (99.9)
Mississippi 12 (0.3) 296 (8.3) 1,077 (30.3) 1,145 (32.2) 636 (17.9) 315 (8.9) 78 (2.2) 3,559 (100.0)
Missouri —¶ 8 (4.8) 36 (21.6) 40 (24.0) 39 (23.4) 35 (21.0) —¶ 167 (100.0)
Montana 6 (0.4) 200 (11.9) 460 (27.5) 445 (26.6) 304 (18.1) 191 (11.4) 69 (4.1) 1,675 (100.0)
Nebraska 9 (0.4) 245 (10.3) 711 (29.9) 671 (28.2) 423 (17.8) 217 (9.1) 102 (4.3) 2,378 (100.0)
Nevada 22 (0.3) 795 (9.5) 2,243 (26.8) 2,308 (27.6) 1,709 (20.4) 955 (11.4) 331 (4.0) 8,363 (96.9)
New Jersey** 42 (0.2) 1,983 (8.6) 5,929 (25.8) 6,625 (28.8) 4,721 (20.6) 2,634 (11.5) 1,033 (4.5) 22,967 (100.0)
New Mexico 23 (0.6) 491 (11.9) 1,296 (31.5) 1,060 (25.8) 707 (17.2) 411 (10.0) 123 (3.0) 4,111 (95.8)
New York 126 (0.2) 5,338 (8.5) 16,336 (25.9) 17,895 (28.4) 13,126 (20.8) 7,396 (11.7) 2,745 (4.4) 62,962 (99.7)
  New York City 58 (0.2) 2,931 (7.8) 9,339 (24.9) 10,729 (28.6) 8,114 (21.6) 4,562 (12.2) 1,790 (4.8) 37,523 (100.0)
  New York State 68 (0.3) 2,407 (9.5) 6,997 (27.5) 7,166 (28.2) 5,012 (19.7) 2,834 (11.1) 955 (3.8) 25,439 (99.3)
North Carolina 56 (0.2) 2,201 (7.6) 8,204 (28.3) 8,818 (30.4) 5,832 (20.1) 2,950 (10.2) 906 (3.1) 28,967 (96.5)
North Dakota —¶ 109 (9.3) 352 (30.0) 336 (28.6) 225 (19.2) 109 (9.3) —¶ 1,174 (100.0)
Ohio 52 (0.3) 1,702 (8.3) 5,915 (28.7) 6,285 (30.5) 3,945 (19.1) 1,993 (9.7) 713 (3.5) 20,605 (100.0)
Oklahoma 21 (0.6) 373 (9.8) 1,208 (31.9) 1,061 (28.0) 687 (18.1) 318 (8.4) 121 (3.2) 3,789 (99.8)
Oregon 20 (0.3) 653 (9.3) 2,089 (29.9) 1,819 (26.0) 1,303 (18.6) 775 (11.1) 332 (4.7) 6,991 (100.0)
Pennsylvania 102 (0.3) 2,437 (7.6) 8,627 (26.9) 9,841 (30.6) 6,682 (20.8) 3,344 (10.4) 1,090 (3.4) 32,123 (100.0)
Rhode Island —¶ 203 (7.8) 770 (29.5) 755 (28.9) 519 (19.9) 265 (10.2) —¶ 2,610 (100.0)
South Carolina 14 (0.3) 495 (9.1) 1,556 (28.5) 1,590 (29.1) 1,050 (19.2) 581 (10.6) 182 (3.3) 5,468 (100.0)
South Dakota —¶ 9 (7.2) 38 (30.4) 37 (29.6) 28 (22.4) 9 (7.2) —¶ 125 (100.0)
Texas 107 (0.2) 4,611 (8.4) 16,276 (29.5) 15,793 (28.6) 10,486 (19.0) 5,900 (10.7) 1,959 (3.6) 55,132 (100.0)
Utah 6 (0.3) 276 (11.7) 760 (32.2) 583 (24.7) 402 (17.1) 234 (9.9) 96 (4.1) 2,357 (99.8)
Vermont 6 (0.5) 94 (7.7) 330 (26.9) 329 (26.8) 255 (20.8) 157 (12.8) 56 (4.6) 1,227 (100.0)
Virginia 21 (0.1) 1,065 (6.8) 4,130 (26.5) 4,576 (29.3) 3,271 (21.0) 1,904 (12.2) 631 (4.0) 15,598 (100.0)
Washington 36 (0.2) 1,597 (9.5) 4,698 (27.8) 4,473 (26.5) 3,347 (19.8) 2,032 (12.0) 698 (4.1) 16,881 (99.8)
West Virginia —¶ 90 (9.0) 306 (30.6) 317 (31.7) 170 (17.0) 85 (8.5) —¶ 1,001 (100.0)
Wisconsin 14 (0.2) 627 (9.8) 1,908 (29.7) 1,864 (29.0) 1,196 (18.6) 617 (9.6) 204 (3.2) 6,430 (100.0)
Wyoming 0 (—) 7 (7.7) 22 (24.2) 24 (26.4) 21 (23.1) 10 (11.0) 7 (7.7) 91 (100.0)

Total 1,333 (0.2) 49,569 (8.2) 169,529 (27.9) 177,709 (29.3) 121,046 (19.9) 65,160 (10.7) 22,407 (3.7) 606,753 (99.6)††

Abortion rate§§ 0.4 5.8 19.2 19.0 13.0 7.2 2.6 N/A
Abortion ratio¶¶ 859 363 296 205 136 144 219 N/A

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
 * Data from 48 reporting areas; excludes four reporting areas (California, Maryland, New Hampshire, and Tennessee) that did not report, did not report by age, or did not meet reporting standards.
 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known age divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown age. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ¶ Cells with a numerical value in the range of 1–4 and cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 ** Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 †† Percentage based on a total of 609,084 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for age.
 §§ Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 women in that same age group. Adolescents aged 13–14 years were used as the denominator for the group of 

adolescents aged <15 years, and women aged 40–44 years were used as the denominator for the group of women aged ≥40 years. For the total abortion rate only, abortions for women 
of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age.

 ¶¶ Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 live births to women in that same age group. For the total abortion ratio only, abortions for women of unknown 
age were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age.



Surveillance Summaries

16 MMWR / November 25, 2022 / Vol. 71 / No. 10 US Department of Health and Human Services/Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

TABLE 4. Percentage, rate,* and ratio† of reported abortions, by known age group and year — selected reporting areas,§ United States, 
2011–2020

Age group 
(yrs)

Year % Change

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
2019 to  

2020
2011 to 

2020

Reported abortions by known age (%)
<15 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 −50.0
15–19 13.5 12.2 11.4 10.4 9.8 9.4 9.1 8.8 8.7 8.3 −4.6 −38.5
20–24 32.9 32.7 32.7 32.1 31.1 30.0 29.3 28.5 27.8 28.1 1.1 −14.6
25–29 24.9 25.3 25.9 26.7 27.6 28.5 29.0 29.3 29.3 29.3 0.0 17.7
30–34 15.8 16.4 16.9 17.2 17.7 18.0 18.3 18.8 19.4 19.8 2.1 25.3
35–39 8.9 9.1 9.2 9.7 10.0 10.3 10.5 10.7 10.9 10.6 −2.8 19.1
≥40 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.6 −2.7 0.0
Abortion rate
<15 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.0 −55.6
15–19 10.5 9.2 8.2 7.3 6.7 6.3 5.9 5.8 5.9 5.5 −6.8 −47.6
20–24 25.0 23.3 21.9 21.0 20.0 19.1 18.4 18.3 18.2 18.2 0.0 −27.2
25–29 19.5 18.9 18.2 18.2 18.0 17.8 17.4 17.7 17.9 17.9 0.0 −8.2
30–34 12.7 12.4 11.9 11.7 11.8 11.7 11.5 11.9 12.4 12.2 −1.6 −3.9
35–39 7.5 7.4 7.0 7.1 7.0 6.9 6.8 6.9 7.0 6.8 −2.9 −9.3
≥40 2.8 2.8 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.5 −3.8 −10.7
Abortion ratio
<15 846 801 791 744 706 743 799 878 875 816 −6.7 −3.5
15–19 328 306 302 294 293 299 306 323 338 346 2.4 5.5
20–24 286 273 264 258 253 252 252 259 264 278 5.3 −2.8
25–29 178 174 169 167 168 170 172 179 185 191 3.2 7.3
30–34 132 128 121 116 116 113 115 119 125 127 1.6 −3.8
35–39 164 157 147 144 140 136 134 135 138 135 −2.2 −17.7
≥40 274 269 244 240 228 219 211 207 214 206 −3.7 −24.8
Total no.¶,** 624,711 595,784 565,418 553,940 542,330 531,735 517,522 522,703 529,942 524,221 N/A N/A

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
 * Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 women in that same age group. Adolescents aged 13–14 years were used as the denominator 

for the group of adolescents aged <15 years, and women aged 40–44 years were used as the denominator for the group of women aged ≥40 years. Abortions for 
women of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age.

 † Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 live births to women in that same age group. Abortions for women of unknown age were 
distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age.

 § Data from 43 reporting areas; excludes nine reporting areas (California, the District of Columbia, Florida, Maine, Maryland, New Hampshire, Tennessee, Vermont, 
and Wyoming) that did not report, did not report by age, or did not meet reporting standards for ≥1 year.

 ¶ By year, the total number of abortions represent 99.5%–99.7% of all abortions reported to CDC among the areas that met reporting standards for age during 
2011–2020; reporting standards for age were applied to abortions for residents of Illinois only during 2011−2019.

 ** The total number is different than previously reported because the total by known age is presented, and data for out-of-area residents were subsequently added 
for Wisconsin.
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TABLE 5. Number of reported abortions among adolescents, by known age and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* 
United States, 2020

Area

Age (yrs)

Total no.

<15 15 16 17 18 19

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Alabama 21 (4.2) 29 (5.8) 48 (9.5) 58 (11.5) 146 (29.0) 202 (40.1) 504
Alaska 7 (5.5) 5 (3.9) 16 (12.5) 23 (18.0) 15 (11.7) 62 (48.4) 128
Arizona 24 (2.0) 47 (3.8) 71 (5.8) 134 (10.9) 362 (29.5) 588 (48.0) 1,226
Arkansas 11 (3.6) 15 (4.9) 21 (6.9) 41 (13.5) 81 (26.6) 135 (44.4) 304
Colorado 28 (2.9) 49 (5.1) 78 (8.2) 137 (14.3) 270 (28.2) 395 (41.3) 957
Delaware —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

District of Columbia 11 (2.6) 15 (3.6) 52 (12.4) 81 (19.4) 102 (24.4) 157 (37.6) 418
Florida 124 (2.3) 186 (3.5) 372 (7.0) 633 (12.0) 1,489 (28.2) 2,477 (46.9) 5,281
Georgia 66 (2.4) 94 (3.4) 211 (7.7) 317 (11.6) 814 (29.8) 1,230 (45.0) 2,732
Hawaii —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Idaho 9 (4.4) 7 (3.4) 20 (9.8) 17 (8.3) 66 (32.4) 85 (41.7) 204
Indiana 16 (2.2) 39 (5.5) 60 (8.4) 82 (11.5) 199 (27.8) 319 (44.6) 715
Iowa 14 (3.3) 21 (5.0) 45 (10.6) 60 (14.2) 107 (25.3) 176 (41.6) 423
Kansas 20 (2.8) 29 (4.1) 65 (9.1) 87 (12.2) 222 (31.1) 291 (40.8) 714
Kentucky 13 (3.6) 23 (6.3) 41 (11.2) 49 (13.4) 91 (24.9) 149 (40.7) 366
Louisiana 22 (3.4) 42 (6.4) 64 (9.8) 90 (13.7) 194 (29.6) 244 (37.2) 656
Maine 7 (4.1) 6 (3.5) 25 (14.6) 34 (19.9) 47 (27.5) 52 (30.4) 171
Massachusetts 19 (1.7) 46 (4.0) 88 (7.7) 150 (13.2) 296 (26.0) 538 (47.3) 1,137
Michigan 74 (3.0) 104 (4.3) 198 (8.1) 348 (14.3) 696 (28.6) 1,014 (41.7) 2,434
Minnesota 28 (3.2) 39 (4.4) 65 (7.3) 132 (14.9) 261 (29.5) 360 (40.7) 885
Mississippi 12 (3.9) 18 (5.8) 25 (8.1) 36 (11.7) 87 (28.2) 130 (42.2) 308
Missouri —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Montana 6 (2.9) 9 (4.4) 16 (7.8) 39 (18.9) 61 (29.6) 75 (36.4) 206
Nebraska 9 (3.5) 16 (6.3) 18 (7.1) 30 (11.8) 86 (33.9) 95 (37.4) 254
Nevada 22 (2.7) 39 (4.8) 66 (8.1) 108 (13.2) 253 (31.0) 329 (40.3) 817
New Jersey¶ 42 (2.1) 77 (3.8) 186 (9.2) 398 (19.7) 558 (27.6) 764 (37.7) 2,025
New Mexico 23 (4.5) 30 (5.8) 42 (8.2) 100 (19.5) 125 (24.3) 194 (37.7) 514
New York 126 (2.3) 248 (4.5) 459 (8.4) 914 (16.7) 1,515 (27.7) 2,202 (40.3) 5,464
  New York City 58 (1.9) 135 (4.5) 233 (7.8) 502 (16.8) 787 (26.3) 1,274 (42.6) 2,989
  New York State 68 (2.7) 113 (4.6) 226 (9.1) 412 (16.6) 728 (29.4) 928 (37.5) 2,475
North Carolina 56 (2.5) 94 (4.2) 186 (8.2) 252 (11.2) 665 (29.5) 1,004 (44.5) 2,257
North Dakota —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Ohio 52 (3.0) 100 (5.7) 133 (7.6) 236 (13.5) 524 (29.9) 709 (40.4) 1,754
Oklahoma 21 (5.3) 9 (2.3) 32 (8.1) 40 (10.2) 118 (29.9) 174 (44.2) 394
Oregon 20 (3.0) 32 (4.8) 53 (7.9) 78 (11.6) 210 (31.2) 280 (41.6) 673
Pennsylvania 102 (4.0) 130 (5.1) 212 (8.3) 311 (12.2) 713 (28.1) 1,071 (42.2) 2,539
Rhode Island —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

South Carolina 14 (2.8) 16 (3.1) 42 (8.3) 118 (23.2) 130 (25.5) 189 (37.1) 509
South Dakota —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Texas 107 (2.3) 179 (3.8) 388 (8.2) 603 (12.8) 1,339 (28.4) 2,102 (44.6) 4,718
Utah 6 (2.1) 13 (4.6) 16 (5.7) 27 (9.6) 85 (30.1) 135 (47.9) 282
Vermont —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Virginia 21 (1.9) 51 (4.7) 86 (7.9) 136 (12.5) 321 (29.6) 471 (43.4) 1,086
Washington 36 (2.2) 77 (4.7) 130 (8.0) 238 (14.6) 465 (28.5) 687 (42.1) 1,633
West Virginia —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Wisconsin** 14 (2.2) 34 (5.4) 54 (8.6) 83 (13.2) 199 (31.6) 246 (39.0) 630
Wyoming —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§ —§

Total 1,230 (2.7) 1,997 (4.3) 3,765 (8.1) 6,354 (13.7) 13,198 (28.5) 19,699 (42.6) 46,243

Abortion rate†† 0.4 1.2 2.3 4.0 8.3 11.9 N/A
Abortion ratio§§ 828 517 404 343 371 313 N/A

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
 * Data from 46 reporting areas; excludes six reporting areas (California, Connecticut, Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, and Tennessee) that did not report, did not 

report age among adolescents by individual year, or did not meet reporting standards.
 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Cells with a numerical value in the range of 1–4 and cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 ¶ Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 ** Includes residents only.
 †† Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 women in that same age group. Adolescents aged 13–14 years were used as the denominator 

for the group of adolescents aged <15 years. For the total abortion rate only, abortions for women of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution 
of abortions among women of known age.

 §§ Number of abortions obtained by women in a given age group per 1,000 live births to women in that same age group. For the total abortion ratio only, abortions 
for women of unknown age were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known age.
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TABLE 6. Number of reported abortions, by known race or ethnicity and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* 
United States, 2020

Area

Non-Hispanic

Hispanic
Total abortions reported by known 

race or ethnicityWhite Black Other†

No. (%)§ No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (% of all reported abortions)¶

Alabama 1,485 (26.0) 3,769 (66.1) 116 (2.0) 334 (5.9) 5,704 (99.8)
Alaska 530 (47.2) 77 (6.9) 459 (40.9) 56 (5.0) 1,122 (93.0)
Arizona 4,705 (36.4) 1,606 (12.4) 1,244 (9.6) 5,374 (41.6) 12,929 (97.4)
Arkansas 1,145 (36.5) 1,704 (54.4) 103 (3.3) 182 (5.8) 3,134 (99.4)
Connecticut 3,037 (33.8) 2,452 (27.3) 551 (6.1) 2,951 (32.8) 8,991 (98.6)
Delaware 858 (37.6) 1,065 (46.7) 48 (2.1) 310 (13.6) 2,281 (100.0)
District of Columbia 651 (16.2) 31 (0.8) 2,610 (64.9) 727 (18.1) 4,019 (91.0)
Florida 20,706 (29.6) 26,213 (37.5) 2,684 (3.8) 20,299 (29.0) 69,902 (93.4)
Georgia 6,888 (19.5) 23,534 (66.5) 1,689 (4.8) 3,256 (9.2) 35,367 (94.2)
Idaho 1,107 (70.0) 38 (2.4) 67 (4.2) 369 (23.3) 1,581 (94.1)
Indiana 3,603 (47.2) 2,648 (34.7) 557 (7.3) 832 (10.9) 7,640 (98.5)
Kansas 3,889 (51.8) 1,913 (25.5) 613 (8.2) 1,097 (14.6) 7,512 (99.8)
Kentucky 2,192 (53.7) 1,412 (34.6) 170 (4.2) 310 (7.6) 4,084 (99.5)
Michigan 10,498 (36.9) 15,470 (54.4) 1,418 (5.0) 1,028 (3.6) 28,414 (95.8)
Minnesota 4,646 (49.7) 2,853 (30.5) 1,229 (13.2) 616 (6.6) 9,344 (90.3)
Mississippi 624 (17.6) 2,749 (77.3) 79 (2.2) 103 (2.9) 3,555 (99.9)
Missouri 87 (56.1) 49 (31.6) 12 (7.7) 7 (4.5) 155 (92.8)
Montana 1,381 (82.4) 28 (1.7) 165 (9.9) 101 (6.0) 1,675 (100.0)
Nevada 2,766 (34.4) 1,753 (21.8) 1,000 (12.4) 2,529 (31.4) 8,048 (93.2)
New Mexico 966 (25.6) 218 (5.8) 393 (10.4) 2,190 (58.1) 3,767 (87.7)
North Carolina 7,871 (27.9) 14,738 (52.3) 2,049 (7.3) 3,548 (12.6) 28,206 (94.0)
Oregon 4,143 (61.8) 395 (5.9) 738 (11.0) 1,430 (21.3) 6,706 (95.9)
South Carolina 2,404 (44.0) 2,363 (43.2) 244 (4.5) 457 (8.4) 5,468 (100.0)
South Dakota 80 (64.0) —** —** 6 (4.8) 125 (100.0)
Texas†† 14,473 (26.6) 16,393 (30.1) 3,450 (6.3) 20,152 (37.0) 54,468 (98.8)
Utah 1,326 (56.4) 106 (4.5) 182 (7.7) 736 (31.3) 2,350 (99.5)
Vermont 1,054 (87.7) 56 (4.7) 57 (4.7) 35 (2.9) 1,202 (98.0)
Virginia 4,895 (33.9) 6,746 (46.7) 1,457 (10.1) 1,356 (9.4) 14,454 (92.6)
West Virginia 836 (83.5) 143 (14.3) 17 (1.7) 5 (0.5) 1,001 (100.0)
Wyoming 58 (68.2) —** —** 24 (28.2) 85 (93.4)
Total 108,904 (32.7) 130,538 (39.2) 23,427 (7.0) 70,420 (21.1) 333,289 (95.5)§§

Abortion rate¶¶ 6.2 24.4 12.7 11.4 N/A
Abortion ratio*** 118 426 186 173 N/A

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
 * Data from 30 reporting areas; excludes 22 reporting areas (California, Colorado, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New 

Hampshire, New Jersey, New York City, New York State, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Washington, and Wisconsin) that 
did not report, did not report by race or ethnicity, or did not meet reporting standards.

 † Including Asian (Indian, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese, or other Asian), Pacific Islander (Native Hawaiian, Guamanian or Chamorro, Samoan, or 
other Pacific Islander), other races, and multiple races.

 § Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 ¶ Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known race or ethnicity divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown race 

or ethnicity. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ** Cells with a numerical value in the range of 1–4 and cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 †† Reporting form contains only one question for race or ethnicity; therefore, abortions reported for women of White, Black, and other races (Asian and Native 

American) are not explicitly identified as non-Hispanic.
 §§ Percentage based on a total of 348,975 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for race and ethnicity.
 ¶¶ Number of abortions obtained by women in a given racial or ethnic group per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years in that same racial or ethnic group. For the total 

abortion rate only, abortions for women of unknown race or ethnicity were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known race 
or ethnicity.

 *** Number of abortions obtained by women in a given racial or ethnic group per 1,000 live births to women in that same racial or ethnic group. For the total abortion 
ratio only, abortions for women of unknown race or ethnicity were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known race or ethnicity.
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TABLE 7. Number of reported abortions, by known marital status and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2020

Area

Marital status Total abortions reported by 
known marital statusMarried Unmarried

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (% of all reported abortions)§

Alabama 560 (9.8) 5,142 (90.2) 5,702 (99.8)
Alaska 253 (22.0) 898 (78.0) 1,151 (95.4)
Arizona 1,944 (14.6) 11,329 (85.4) 13,273 (100.0)
Arkansas 322 (10.3) 2,805 (89.7) 3,127 (99.1)
Colorado 1,645 (18.0) 7,469 (82.0) 9,114 (92.3)
Delaware 289 (12.7) 1,992 (87.3) 2,281 (100.0)
Florida 9,800 (15.2) 54,764 (84.8) 64,564 (86.2)
Georgia 4,112 (11.6) 31,188 (88.4) 35,300 (94.1)
Idaho 349 (21.7) 1,258 (78.3) 1,607 (95.7)
Illinois 4,037 (9.1) 40,475 (90.9) 44,512 (96.3)
Indiana 1,163 (15.0) 6,592 (85.0) 7,755 (100.0)
Iowa 601 (14.8) 3,451 (85.2) 4,052 (99.9)
Kansas 1,099 (14.7) 6,380 (85.3) 7,479 (99.4)
Kentucky 523 (12.7) 3,581 (87.3) 4,104 (100.0)
Louisiana 701 (9.5) 6,641 (90.5) 7,342 (98.2)
Maine 296 (16.3) 1,524 (83.7) 1,820 (88.2)
Michigan 2,957 (10.5) 25,198 (89.5) 28,155 (94.9)
Minnesota 1,586 (15.9) 8,371 (84.1) 9,957 (96.2)
Mississippi 285 (8.1) 3,255 (91.9) 3,540 (99.5)
Missouri 63 (38.9) 99 (61.1) 162 (97.0)
Montana 269 (16.1) 1,405 (83.9) 1,674 (99.9)
Nebraska 315 (13.5) 2,010 (86.5) 2,325 (97.8)
New Jersey¶ 2,910 (13.0) 19,523 (87.0) 22,433 (97.7)
New Mexico 621 (15.3) 3,439 (84.7) 4,060 (94.6)
New York City 5,661 (17.3) 27,126 (82.7) 32,787 (87.4)
North Carolina 3,841 (13.9) 23,756 (86.1) 27,597 (92.0)
North Dakota 183 (15.6) 991 (84.4) 1,174 (100.0)
Ohio 2,658 (13.9) 16,466 (86.1) 19,124 (92.8)
Oklahoma 699 (18.4) 3,090 (81.6) 3,789 (99.8)
Oregon 1,298 (21.3) 4,804 (78.7) 6,102 (87.3)
Pennsylvania 3,755 (11.7) 28,281 (88.3) 32,036 (99.7)
Rhode Island 325 (12.7) 2,242 (87.3) 2,567 (98.3)
South Carolina 724 (13.2) 4,743 (86.8) 5,467 (100.0)
South Dakota 18 (14.4) 107 (85.6) 125 (100.0)
Texas 8,776 (15.9) 46,346 (84.1) 55,122 (100.0)
Utah 505 (21.5) 1,840 (78.5) 2,345 (99.3)
Vermont 242 (22.2) 846 (77.8) 1,088 (88.7)
Virginia** 1,800 (11.5) 13,804 (88.5) 15,604 (100.0)
West Virginia 160 (16.0) 840 (84.0) 1,000 (99.9)
Wisconsin 792 (12.4) 5,578 (87.6) 6,370 (99.1)
Total 68,137 (13.7) 429,649 (86.3) 497,786 (94.6)††

Abortion ratio§§ 46 412 N/A

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
 * Data from 40 reporting areas excludes 12 reporting areas (California, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, 

New York State, Tennessee, Washington, and Wyoming) that did not report, did not report by marital status, or did not meet reporting standards.
 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known marital status divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown marital 

status. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ¶ Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 ** Recorded as patient married or not married to father.
 †† Percentage based on a total of 526,040 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for marital status.
 §§ Number of abortions obtained by marital status per 1,000 live births to women of the same marital status. For the total abortion ratio only, abortions for women 

of unknown marital status were distributed according to the distribution of abortions among women of known marital status.
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TABLE 8. Number of reported abortions, by known number of previous live births and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting 
areas,* United States, 2020

Area

No. of previous live births Total abortions reported by  
known number of previous live births0 1 2 3 ≥4

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (% of all reported abortions)§

Alabama 1,854 (32.5) 1,601 (28.0) 1,263 (22.1) 619 (10.8) 376 (6.6) 5,713 (100.0)
Alaska 559 (46.4) 241 (20.0) 194 (16.1) 133 (11.0) 79 (6.6) 1,206 (100.0)
Arizona 5,752 (43.7) 2,760 (21.0) 2,403 (18.3) 1,278 (9.7) 962 (7.3) 13,155 (99.1)
Arkansas 1,041 (33.0) 827 (26.2) 713 (22.6) 337 (10.7) 236 (7.5) 3,154 (100.0)
Colorado 5,549 (56.4) 1,846 (18.8) 1,395 (14.2) 654 (6.7) 386 (3.9) 9,830 (99.6)
Delaware 903 (39.6) 589 (25.8) 482 (21.1) 187 (8.2) 120 (5.3) 2,281 (100.0)
Florida 28,028 (37.4) 19,048 (25.4) 15,952 (21.3) 7,113 (9.5) 4,727 (6.3) 74,868 (100.0)
Georgia 14,273 (38.0) 9,300 (24.8) 7,644 (20.4) 3,717 (9.9) 2,594 (6.9) 37,528 (100.0)
Hawaii 980 (56.4) 286 (16.5) 264 (15.2) 126 (7.3) 81 (4.7) 1,737 (96.0)
Idaho 851 (50.7) 330 (19.7) 278 (16.6) 138 (8.2) 81 (4.8) 1,678 (99.9)
Indiana 2,890 (37.3) 1,947 (25.1) 1,622 (20.9) 809 (10.4) 487 (6.3) 7,755 (100.0)
Iowa 1,721 (42.4) 848 (20.9) 755 (18.6) 429 (10.6) 302 (7.4) 4,055 (99.9)
Kansas 3,005 (39.9) 1,762 (23.4) 1,475 (19.6) 797 (10.6) 487 (6.5) 7,526 (100.0)
Kentucky 1,379 (33.6) 1,091 (26.6) 932 (22.7) 426 (10.4) 276 (6.7) 4,104 (100.0)
Louisiana 2,227 (29.8) 2,025 (27.1) 1,739 (23.3) 908 (12.2) 574 (7.7) 7,473 (100.0)
Maine 997 (48.3) 443 (21.5) 383 (18.6) 160 (7.8) 81 (3.9) 2,064 (100.0)
Massachusetts 6,306 (43.3) 3,586 (24.6) 2,857 (19.6) 1,235 (8.5) 578 (4.0) 14,562 (88.5)
Michigan¶ 9,856 (33.2) 7,724 (26.0) 6,631 (22.4) 3,224 (10.9) 2,220 (7.5) 29,655 (100.0)
Minnesota 3,986 (38.6) 2,435 (23.6) 2,080 (20.1) 1,067 (10.3) 764 (7.4) 10,332 (99.8)
Mississippi 1,048 (29.4) 1,028 (28.9) 776 (21.8) 434 (12.2) 273 (7.7) 3,559 (100.0)
Missouri 65 (38.9) 49 (29.3) 33 (19.8) —** —** 167 (100.0)
Montana 823 (49.2) 330 (19.7) 298 (17.8) 134 (8.0) 89 (5.3) 1,674 (99.9)
Nebraska 904 (38.0) 529 (22.3) 491 (20.7) 263 (11.1) 189 (8.0) 2,376 (99.9)
Nevada 3,672 (42.8) 1,841 (21.5) 1,661 (19.4) 800 (9.3) 604 (7.0) 8,578 (99.4)
New Jersey†† 9,063 (39.5) 5,831 (25.4) 4,415 (19.2) 2,135 (9.3) 1,494 (6.5) 22,938 (99.9)
New Mexico 1,607 (41.5) 851 (22.0) 714 (18.5) 378 (9.8) 319 (8.2) 3,869 (90.1)
New York City 14,915 (43.5) 9,023 (26.3) 6,496 (18.9) 2,440 (7.1) 1,414 (4.1) 34,288 (91.4)
North Carolina 9,207 (34.6) 6,330 (23.8) 5,445 (20.5) 2,918 (11.0) 2,712 (10.2) 26,612 (88.7)
North Dakota 452 (38.5) 259 (22.1) 228 (19.4) 142 (12.1) 93 (7.9) 1,174 (100.0)
Ohio§§ 6,485 (33.4) 5,010 (25.8) 4,326 (22.3) 2,140 (11.0) 1,447 (7.5) 19,408 (94.2)
Oklahoma 1,490 (39.3) 916 (24.2) 755 (19.9) 402 (10.6) 227 (6.0) 3,790 (99.8)
Oregon 3,608 (51.8) 1,377 (19.8) 1,149 (16.5) 506 (7.3) 326 (4.7) 6,966 (99.6)
Pennsylvania 11,674 (36.3) 8,349 (26.0) 6,726 (20.9) 3,306 (10.3) 2,068 (6.4) 32,123 (100.0)
Rhode Island 1,196 (45.8) 640 (24.5) 479 (18.4) 205 (7.9) 90 (3.4) 2,610 (100.0)
South Carolina 2,226 (40.7) 1,348 (24.7) 1,121 (20.5) 489 (8.9) 284 (5.2) 5,468 (100.0)
South Dakota 44 (35.2) 31 (24.8) 24 (19.2) 15 (12.0) 11 (8.8) 125 (100.0)
Texas 21,628 (39.2) 13,169 (23.9) 11,334 (20.6) 5,581 (10.1) 3,420 (6.2) 55,132 (100.0)
Utah 1,142 (48.4) 482 (20.4) 401 (17.0) 197 (8.3) 138 (5.8) 2,360 (99.9)
Vermont 630 (51.3) 252 (20.5) 207 (16.9) 91 (7.4) 47 (3.8) 1,227 (100.0)
Virginia 5,659 (36.3) 4,007 (25.7) 3,245 (20.8) 1,594 (10.2) 1,099 (7.0) 15,604 (100.0)
Washington 7,979 (47.3) 3,669 (21.7) 3,041 (18.0) 1,371 (8.1) 821 (4.9) 16,881 (99.8)
West Virginia 317 (31.7) 282 (28.2) 239 (23.9) 111 (11.1) 52 (5.2) 1,001 (100.0)
Wyoming 42 (46.7) 20 (22.2) 16 (17.8) —** —** 90 (98.9)
Total 198,033 (39.1) 124,312 (24.5) 102,682 (20.3) 49,026 (9.7) 32,643 (6.4) 506,696 (98.0)¶¶

 * Data from 43 reporting areas; excludes nine reporting areas (California, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, New York State, 
Tennessee, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report by number of previous live births, or did not meet reporting standards.

 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known number of previous live births divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and 

unknown number of previous live births. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ¶ Recorded as the number of previous pregnancies carried to term.
 ** Cells with a numerical value in the range of 1–4 and cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 †† Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 §§ Recorded as the number of living children.
 ¶¶ Percentage based on a total of 517,261 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for the number of previous live births.
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TABLE 9. Number of reported abortions, by known number of previous induced abortions and reporting area of occurrence — selected 
reporting areas,* United States, 2020

Area

No. of previous induced abortions Total abortions reported by 
known number of  

previous induced abortions0 1 2 ≥3

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (% of all reported abortions)§

Alabama 3,721 (65.1) 1,300 (22.8) 465 (8.1) 227 (4.0) 5,713 (100.0)
Alaska 788 (65.3) 277 (23.0) 83 (6.9) 58 (4.8) 1,206 (100.0)
Arizona 8,557 (65.2) 3,108 (23.7) 1,013 (7.7) 442 (3.4) 13,120 (98.8)
Arkansas 2,011 (63.8) 635 (20.1) 293 (9.3) 215 (6.8) 3,154 (100.0)
Colorado 6,784 (68.8) 2,111 (21.4) 642 (6.5) 328 (3.3) 9,865 (100.0)
Delaware 1,391 (61.0) 529 (23.2) 215 (9.4) 145 (6.4) 2,280 (100.0)
Florida 41,715 (55.7) 18,992 (25.4) 8,142 (10.9) 6,019 (8.0) 74,868 (100.0)
Georgia 23,266 (62.0) 8,693 (23.2) 3,522 (9.4) 2,047 (5.5) 37,528 (100.0)
Hawaii 1,128 (64.9) 379 (21.8) 138 (7.9) 92 (5.3) 1,737 (96.0)
Idaho 1,339 (79.7) 250 (14.9) 66 (3.9) 24 (1.4) 1,679 (99.9)
Indiana 5,292 (68.2) 1,628 (21.0) 572 (7.4) 263 (3.4) 7,755 (100.0)
Iowa 2,771 (68.3) 798 (19.7) 298 (7.3) 188 (4.6) 4,055 (99.9)
Kansas 5,265 (70.0) 1,473 (19.6) 507 (6.7) 281 (3.7) 7,526 (100.0)
Kentucky 2,685 (65.4) 925 (22.5) 310 (7.6) 184 (4.5) 4,104 (100.0)
Louisiana 4,589 (61.4) 1,900 (25.4) 640 (8.6) 344 (4.6) 7,473 (100.0)
Maine 1,364 (66.2) 459 (22.3) 161 (7.8) 77 (3.7) 2,061 (99.9)
Massachusetts 8,263 (52.1) 4,264 (26.9) 1,931 (12.2) 1,391 (8.8) 15,849 (96.3)
Michigan 15,291 (51.6) 7,421 (25.0) 3,975 (13.4) 2,969 (10.0) 29,656 (100.0)
Minnesota 5,988 (58.0) 2,485 (24.0) 1,056 (10.2) 804 (7.8) 10,333 (99.8)
Mississippi 2,388 (67.1) 806 (22.6) 269 (7.6) 96 (2.7) 3,559 (100.0)
Missouri 127 (77.4) 23 (14.0) 9 (5.5) 5 (3.0) 164 (98.2)
Montana 722 (43.1) 631 (37.7) 218 (13.0) 104 (6.2) 1,675 (100.0)
Nebraska 1,630 (68.5) 496 (20.9) 148 (6.2) 104 (4.4) 2,378 (100.0)
Nevada 5,070 (59.2) 1,939 (22.7) 898 (10.5) 650 (7.6) 8,557 (99.1)
New Jersey¶ 12,844 (55.9) 4,995 (21.7) 2,572 (11.2) 2,559 (11.1) 22,970 (100.0)
New York City 12,826 (38.2) 8,133 (24.2) 5,757 (17.1) 6,897 (20.5) 33,613 (89.6)
North Carolina 15,089 (56.8) 6,900 (26.0) 2,912 (11.0) 1,651 (6.2) 26,552 (88.5)
North Dakota 778 (66.3) 255 (21.7) 93 (7.9) 48 (4.1) 1,174 (100.0)
Ohio 11,085 (57.7) 4,757 (24.8) 2,056 (10.7) 1,304 (6.8) 19,202 (93.2)
Oklahoma 2,631 (69.5) 784 (20.7) 247 (6.5) 126 (3.3) 3,788 (99.8)
Oregon 4,408 (63.3) 1,535 (22.1) 598 (8.6) 418 (6.0) 6,959 (99.5)
Pennsylvania 16,900 (52.6) 7,839 (24.4) 3,917 (12.2) 3,467 (10.8) 32,123 (100.0)
Rhode Island 1,513 (58.0) 640 (24.5) 278 (10.7) 178 (6.8) 2,609 (99.9)
South Carolina 3,629 (66.4) 1,143 (20.9) 446 (8.2) 250 (4.6) 5,468 (100.0)
South Dakota 82 (65.6) 28 (22.4) 10 (8.0) 5 (4.0) 125 (100.0)
Texas 34,757 (63.0) 13,278 (24.1) 4,669 (8.5) 2,428 (4.4) 55,132 (100.0)
Utah 1,742 (74.3) 477 (20.3) 101 (4.3) 25 (1.1) 2,345 (99.3)
Vermont 817 (66.6) 267 (21.8) 91 (7.4) 52 (4.2) 1,227 (100.0)
Virginia 8,087 (51.8) 4,585 (29.4) 1,776 (11.4) 1,156 (7.4) 15,604 (100.0)
Washington 10,056 (59.5) 3,910 (23.1) 1,612 (9.5) 1,322 (7.8) 16,900 (99.9)
West Virginia 636 (63.5) 232 (23.2) 77 (7.7) 56 (5.6) 1,001 (100.0)
Wyoming 65 (71.4) 21 (23.1) 5 (5.5) 0 (0.0) 91 (100.0)
Total 290,090 (57.7) 121,301 (24.1) 52,788 (10.5) 38,999 (7.8) 503,178 (98.1)**

 * Data from 42 reporting areas; excludes 10 reporting areas (California, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, New Mexico, New 
York State, Tennessee, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report by number of previous induced abortions, or did not meet reporting standards.

 † Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known number of previous induced abortions divided by the sum of abortions reported by known 

and unknown number of previous induced abortions. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ¶ Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 ** Percentage based on a total of 512,968 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for the number of previous induced abortions.
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TABLE 10. Number of reported abortions, by known weeks of gestation* and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,† 
United States, 2020

Area

Weeks of gestation Total abortions reported by known 
gestational age≤6 7–9 10–13 14–15 16–17 18–20 ≥21

No. (%)§ No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (% of all reported abortions)¶

Alabama** 1,333 (23.4) 2,746 (48.2) 1,072 (18.8) 234 (4.1) 144 (2.5) 130 (2.3) 37 (0.6) 5,696 (99.7)
Alaska 308 (25.5) 614 (50.9) 198 (16.4) 56 (4.6) 30 (2.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,206 (100.0)
Arizona 3,799 (28.6) 6,252 (47.1) 2,060 (15.5) 524 (3.9) 211 (1.6) 258 (1.9) 169 (1.3) 13,273 (100.0)
Arkansas** 429 (13.6) 1,471 (46.6) 915 (29.0) 138 (4.4) 90 (2.9) 85 (2.7) 26 (0.8) 3,154 (100.0)
Colorado 4,671 (47.3) 3,495 (35.4) 970 (9.8) 195 (2.0) 147 (1.5) 130 (1.3) 261 (2.6) 9,869 (100.0)
Delaware 628 (27.6) 1,209 (53.2) 337 (14.8) 79 (3.5) 9 (0.4) —†† —†† 2,272 (99.6)
Florida 55,834 (74.6) 11,686 (15.6) 4,768 (6.4) 1,005 (1.3) 652 (0.9) 704 (0.9) 219 (0.3) 74,868 (100.0)
Georgia 17,478 (46.6) 14,184 (37.8) 3,877 (10.3) 833 (2.2) 483 (1.3) 526 (1.4) 152 (0.4) 37,533 (100.0)
Hawaii 717 (39.6) 719 (39.7) 215 (11.9) 50 (2.8) 42 (2.3) 36 (2.0) 30 (1.7) 1,809 (100.0)
Idaho 512 (30.6) 814 (48.6) 271 (16.2) 53 (3.2) 16 (1.0) —†† —†† 1,675 (99.7)
Indiana 2,061 (26.6) 4,244 (54.7) 1,382 (17.8) 14 (0.2) 10 (0.1) 19 (0.2) 26 (0.3) 7,756 (100.0)
Iowa 2,001 (49.3) 1,407 (34.7) 442 (10.9) 79 (1.9) 67 (1.7) 51 (1.3) 11 (0.3) 4,058 (100.0)
Kansas 3,120 (41.5) 2,748 (36.5) 1,092 (14.5) 238 (3.2) 135 (1.8) 152 (2.0) 40 (0.5) 7,525 (100.0)
Kentucky 1,320 (32.2) 1,773 (43.2) 590 (14.4) 147 (3.6) 104 (2.5) 135 (3.3) 35 (0.9) 4,104 (100.0)
Louisiana 2,351 (31.5) 3,185 (42.6) 1,389 (18.6) 316 (4.2) 179 (2.4) 52 (0.7) 0 (—) 7,472 (100.0)
Maine 746 (36.2) 955 (46.3) 267 (12.9) 43 (2.1) 27 (1.3) 25 (1.2) 0 (—) 2,063 (100.0)
Michigan 11,427 (38.7) 11,775 (39.8) 3,891 (13.2) 956 (3.2) 643 (2.2) 524 (1.8) 349 (1.2) 29,565 (99.6)
Minnesota 4,202 (41.4) 3,813 (37.5) 1,213 (11.9) 347 (3.4) 201 (2.0) 186 (1.8) 200 (2.0) 10,162 (98.2)
Mississippi 1,181 (33.2) 1,716 (48.2) 485 (13.6) 160 (4.5) 14 (0.4) —†† —†† 3,559 (100.0)
Missouri 6 (3.6) 30 (18.0) —†† 22 (13.2) —†† 24 (14.4) 39 (23.4) 167 (100.0)
Montana 717 (43.0) 658 (39.4) 201 (12.0) 39 (2.3) 29 (1.7) —†† —†† 1,669 (99.6)
Nebraska 963 (40.5) 914 (38.4) 330 (13.9) 86 (3.6) 43 (1.8) 30 (1.3) 12 (0.5) 2,378 (100.0)
Nevada 3,426 (40.0) 3,405 (39.7) 1,119 (13.1) 239 (2.8) 150 (1.7) 138 (1.6) 97 (1.1) 8,574 (99.3)
New Jersey§§ 9,704 (43.2) 7,927 (35.3) 2,567 (11.4) 840 (3.7) 550 (2.4) 461 (2.1) 424 (1.9) 22,473 (97.8)
New Mexico 1,467 (40.0) 1,081 (29.5) 419 (11.4) 103 (2.8) 90 (2.5) 132 (3.6) 372 (10.2) 3,664 (85.3)
New York City 16,732 (44.6) 13,281 (35.4) 4,256 (11.3) 1,003 (2.7) 652 (1.7) 825 (2.2) 773 (2.1) 37,522 (100.0)
North Carolina 11,310 (38.2) 12,314 (41.6) 4,118 (13.9) 870 (2.9) 503 (1.7) 473 (1.6) 48 (0.2) 29,636 (98.8)
North Dakota 448 (38.2) 483 (41.1) 183 (15.6) 47 (4.0) 11 (0.9) —†† —†† 1,174 (100.0)
Ohio 5,695 (27.6) 9,396 (45.6) 3,405 (16.5) 891 (4.3) 562 (2.7) 543 (2.6) 113 (0.5) 20,605 (100.0)
Oklahoma 1,768 (46.9) 1,362 (36.1) 484 (12.8) 69 (1.8) 28 (0.7) 48 (1.3) 14 (0.4) 3,773 (99.4)
Oregon 3,286 (47.0) 2,436 (34.9) 761 (10.9) 181 (2.6) 120 (1.7) 95 (1.4) 110 (1.6) 6,989 (100.0)
Rhode Island 983 (37.7) 1,065 (40.9) 373 (14.3) 66 (2.5) 55 (2.1) 48 (1.8) 16 (0.6) 2,606 (99.8)
South Carolina** 1,210 (22.1) 2,003 (36.6) 1,936 (35.4) 294 (5.4) —†† —†† 12 (0.2) 5,468 (100.0)
South Dakota 17 (13.7) 55 (44.4) 49 (39.5) —†† —†† —†† —†† 124 (99.2)
Texas** 22,093 (40.1) 21,849 (39.6) 7,205 (13.1) 1,902 (3.4) 1,016 (1.8) 784 (1.4) 283 (0.5) 55,132 (100.0)
Utah 857 (36.3) 864 (36.6) 430 (18.2) 83 (3.5) 48 (2.0) 51 (2.2) 29 (1.2) 2,362 (100.0)
Vermont 590 (48.1) 455 (37.1) 97 (7.9) 37 (3.0) 13 (1.1) 18 (1.5) 16 (1.3) 1,226 (99.9)
Virginia 8,578 (55.0) 4,883 (31.3) 1,695 (10.9) 101 (0.6) 99 (0.6) 139 (0.9) 108 (0.7) 15,603 (100.0)
Washington 7,291 (43.2) 6,457 (38.3) 1,818 (10.8) 433 (2.6) 247 (1.5) 279 (1.7) 346 (2.1) 16,871 (99.8)
West Virginia 286 (28.6) 440 (44.0) 195 (19.5) 57 (5.7) 15 (1.5) —†† —†† 1,001 (100.0)
Wyoming 49 (54.4) 38 (42.2) —†† —†† 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 90 (98.9)
Total 211,594 (45.3) 166,202 (35.6) 57,108 (12.2) 12,830 (2.7) 7,456 (1.6) 7,154 (1.5) 4,382 (0.9) 466,726 (99.6)¶¶

 * Gestational age based on clinician’s estimate (Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York City, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming); gestational age calculated from the last normal menstrual period (Oklahoma and Utah); 
clinician’s estimate of gestation based on estimated date of conception (Virginia); and probable postfertilization age (Alabama, Arkansas, South Carolina, and Texas).

 † Data from 41 reporting areas; excludes 11 reporting areas (California, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New 
York State, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report by gestational age, or did not meet reporting standards.

 § Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 ¶ Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known gestational age divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown gestational 

age. Values ≥99.95% are rounded to 100.0%.
 ** Two weeks were added to the probable postfertilization age to provide a corresponding measure to gestational age based on the clinician’s estimate.
 †† Cells with a numerical value in the range of 1–4 and cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 §§ Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 ¶¶ Percentage based on a total of 468,686 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for gestational age.



Surveillance Summaries

MMWR / November 25, 2022 / Vol. 71 / No. 10 23US Department of Health and Human Services/Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

TABLE 11. Percentage of reported abortions, by known weeks of gestation and year — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2011–2020

Weeks of 
gestation

Year % Change

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2019 to 2020 2011 to 2020

≤13 weeks’ 
gestation (%)†

91.3 91.2 91.4 90.8 90.9 90.9 91.1 91.5 92.0 92.5 0.5 1.3

≤6 34.2 34.9 34.6 33.8 34.4 34.6 35.5 36.8 38.0 39.9 5.0 16.7
7–9 40.1 39.5 39.9 39.9 39.9 40.1 40.1 39.7 39.6 39.2 −1.0 −2.2
10–13 17.0 16.9 16.9 17.1 16.5 16.2 15.5 15.0 14.4 13.4 −6.9 −21.2
>13 weeks’ 

gestation (%)†
8.7 8.8 8.6 9.2 9.1 9.1 8.9 8.5 8.0 7.5 −6.3 −13.8

14–15 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.0 −6.3 −11.8
16–17 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.0 1.9 1.8 −5.3 −5.3
18–20 1.9 2.0 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.7 −5.6 −10.5
≥21 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1 −8.3 −21.4
Total no.§ 465,754 441,667 421,900 414,437 403,641 397,773 383,417 385,163 388,802 377,664 N/A N/A

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
* Data from 33 reporting areas; excludes 19 areas (California, Connecticut, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Florida, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, 

Mississippi, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York State, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Vermont, Wisconsin, and Wyoming) that did not report, did not report 
by weeks of gestation, or did not meet reporting standards for ≥1 year.

† Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
§ By year, the total number of abortions represent 72.8%–94.4% of all abortions reported to CDC among the areas that met reporting standards for gestational age 

during 2011–2020.
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TABLE 12. Number of reported abortions, by known method type and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2020

Area

Surgical† Medical

Intrauterine 
instillation§

Hysterectomy/
hysterotomy

Total abortions reported 
by known method type

Surgical,  
≤13 weeks’ 
gestation

Surgical,  
>13 weeks’ 
gestation

Surgical, 
unknown 

gestational age

Medical,  
≤9 weeks’ 
gestation

Medical,  
>9 weeks’ 
gestation

Medical, 
unknown 

gestational age

No. (%)¶ No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)
No. (% of all reported 

abortions)**

Alabama†† 2,641 (46.3) 541 (9.5) 8 (0.1) 2,411 (42.3) 94 (1.6) 9 (0.2) 0 (—) 0 (—) 5,704 (99.8)
Alaska 669 (55.5) 85 (7.1) —§§ 433 (35.9) 17 (1.4) 0 (—) 0 (—) —§§ 1,205 (99.9)
Arizona 5,506 (41.5) 933 (7.0) 0 (—) 6,329 (47.7) 343 (2.6) 0 (—) 154 (1.2) 0 (—) 13,265 (99.9)
Arkansas†† 1,091 (34.6) 338 (10.7) 0 (—) 1,236 (39.2) 489 (15.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 3,154 (100.0)
Colorado 2,320 (25.2) 390 (4.2) 0 (—) 6,217 (67.6) 263 (2.9) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 9,190 (93.1)
Connecticut¶¶ N/A N/A 3,157 (34.7) N/A N/A 5,942 (65.3) —§§ —§§ 9,100 (99.8)
Delaware 672 (29.7) 94 (4.2) —§§ 1,385 (61.3) 100 (4.4) 7 (0.3) —§§ 0 (—) 2,260 (99.1)
District of 

Columbia***
1,737 (39.3) 321 (7.3) 0 (—) N/A N/A 2,358 (53.4) 0 (—) 0 (—) 4,416 (100.0)

Florida 27,408 (38.2) 2,489 (3.5) 0 (—) 41,395 (57.7) 436 (0.6) 0 (—) 0 (—) 6 (0.0) 71,734 (95.8)
Georgia 12,673 (33.8) 1,984 (5.3) 0 (—) 22,174 (59.1) 702 (1.9) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 37,533 (100.0)
Hawaii 767 (42.4) 158 (8.7) 0 (—) 875 (48.4) 9 (0.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,809 (100.0)
Idaho 708 (42.2) 75 (4.5) —§§ 841 (50.1) 47 (2.8) —§§ —§§ 0 (—) 1,677 (99.8)
Indiana 3,439 (44.3) 58 (0.7) 0 (—) 4,165 (53.7) 94 (1.2) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 7,756 (100.0)
Iowa 634 (15.6) 201 (5.0) 0 (—) 3,071 (75.7) 151 (3.7) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 4,057 (100.0)
Kansas 1,918 (25.5) 561 (7.5) —§§ 4,749 (63.1) 297 (3.9) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 7,526 (100.0)
Kentucky 1,598 (38.9) 419 (10.2) 0 (—) 2,080 (50.7) 7 (0.2) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 4,104 (100.0)
Maine 527 (25.5) 92 (4.5) —§§ 1,343 (65.1) 101 (4.9) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 2,064 (100.0)
Massachusetts††† N/A N/A 8,669 (52.7) N/A N/A 7,773 (47.3) —§§ —§§ 16,443 (99.9)
Michigan 11,771 (39.8) 2,377 (8.0) 54 (0.2) 14,444 (48.9) 844 (2.9) 45 (0.2) —§§ —§§ 29,539 (99.6)
Minnesota 3,688 (35.7) 913 (8.8) 50 (0.5) 5,221 (50.5) 335 (3.2) 135 (1.3) 0 (—) 0 (—) 10,342 (99.9)
Mississippi 388 (10.9) 170 (4.8) —§§ 2,788 (78.3) 212 (6.0) 0 (—) 0 (—) —§§ 3,559 (100.0)
Missouri —§§ 70 (43.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) 22 (13.7) 0 (—) —§§ —§§ 161 (96.4)
Montana 488 (29.1) 91 (5.4) —§§ 1,037 (61.9) 51 (3.0) 6 (0.4) 0 (—) —§§ 1,675 (100.0)
Nebraska 527 (22.2) 167 (7.0) 0 (—) 1,602 (67.4) 81 (3.4) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 2,377 (100.0)
Nevada 3,357 (40.0) 617 (7.4) 27 (0.3) 4,133 (49.3) 219 (2.6) 27 (0.3) —§§ —§§ 8,383 (97.1)
New Jersey§§§ 11,156 (48.6) 2,238 (9.7) 340 (1.5) 8,783 (38.2) 296 (1.3) 159 (0.7) 0 (—) 0 (—) 22,972 (100.0)
New Mexico 1,171 (31.4) 364 (9.8) 117 (3.1) 1,579 (42.3) 351 (9.4) 149 (4.0) 0 (—) 0 (—) 3,731 (86.9)
New York 30,161 (49.0) 4,948 (8.0) 1,234 (2.0) 20,588 (33.4) 2,229 (3.6) 2,287 (3.7) 72 (0.1) 34 (0.1) 61,553 (97.5)
  New York City 20,957 (55.9) 3,094 (8.2) —§§ 12,850 (34.2) 558 (1.5) —§§ 25 (0.1) 34 (0.1) 37,519 (100.0)
  New York State 9,204 (38.3) 1,854 (7.7) —§§ 7,738 (32.2) 1,671 (7.0) —§§ 47 (0.2) 0 (—) 24,034 (93.8)
North Carolina 9,731 (33.8) 1,818 (6.3) 62 (0.2) 16,395 (56.9) 735 (2.6) 72 (0.2) —§§ —§§ 28,822 (96.1)
North Dakota 372 (31.7) 58 (4.9) —§§ 740 (63.0) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,174 (100.0)

See table footnotes on the next page.
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TABLE 12. (Continued) Number of reported abortions, by known method type and reporting area of occurrence — selected reporting areas,*  
United States, 2020

Area

Surgical† Medical

Intrauterine 
instillation§

Hysterectomy/
hysterotomy

Total abortions reported 
by known method type

Surgical,  
≤13 weeks’ 
gestation

Surgical,  
>13 weeks’ 
gestation

Surgical, 
unknown 

gestational age

Medical,  
≤9 weeks’ 
gestation

Medical,  
>9 weeks’ 
gestation

Medical, 
unknown 

gestational age

No. (%)¶ No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)
No. (% of all reported 

abortions)**

Ohio 8,659 (42.0) 2,090 (10.1) —§§ 9,711 (47.1) 140 (0.7) 0 (—) 0 (—) —§§ 20,602 (100.0)
Oklahoma 1,087 (29.3) 154 (4.2) 5 (0.1) 2,287 (61.7) 156 (4.2) 19 (0.5) 0 (—) 0 (—) 3,708 (97.7)
Oregon 2,407 (34.6) 447 (6.4) —§§ 3,911 (56.1) 197 (2.8) —§§ 0 (—) —§§ 6,966 (99.6)
Pennsylvania¶¶ N/A N/A 15,757 (49.1) N/A N/A 16,349 (50.9) —§§ —§§ 32,115 (100.0)
Rhode Island 1,084 (41.6) 182 (7.0) —§§ 1,252 (48.0) 84 (3.2) —§§ —§§ 0 (—) 2,608 (99.9)
South Carolina†† 1,463 (26.8) 311 (5.7) 0 (—) 2,546 (46.6) 1,142 (20.9) 0 (—) —§§ —§§ 5,467 (100.0)
South Dakota 75 (60.5) —§§ 0 (—) 41 (33.1) 7 (5.6) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 124 (99.2)
Texas†† 22,331 (40.5) 3,932 (7.1) —§§ 28,359 (51.4) 507 (0.9) 0 (—) 0 (—) —§§ 55,130 (100.0)
Utah 1,252 (53.0) 202 (8.6) 0 (—) 878 (37.2) 30 (1.3) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 2,362 (100.0)
Vermont 223 (18.2) 77 (6.3) —§§ 890 (72.6) 35 (2.9) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,226 (99.9)
Virginia 7,673 (49.3) 441 (2.8) —§§ 7,315 (47.0) 147 (0.9) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 15,577 (99.8)
Washington 6,305 (37.4) 1,288 (7.6) 12 (0.1) 9,023 (53.5) 219 (1.3) 25 (0.1) 0 (—) 0 (—) 16,872 (99.8)
West Virginia 421 (42.1) 66 (6.6) 0 (—) 445 (44.5) 69 (6.9) 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 1,001 (100.0)
Wisconsin¶¶,¶¶¶ N/A N/A 3,837 (60.6) N/A N/A 2,499 (39.4) 0 (—) 0 (—) 6,336 (100.0)
Wyoming —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 86 (96.6) —§§ 0 (—) 0 (—) 0 (—) 89 (97.8)

Total 218,734 (40.0) 36,531 (6.7) —**** 278,947 (51.0) 12,943 (2.4) —†††† 241 (0.0) 72 (0.0) 547,468 (98.6)§§§§

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
 * Data from 46 reporting areas; excludes six reporting areas (California, Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, New Hampshire, and Tennessee) that did not report, did not report by method type, 

or did not meet reporting standards. Areas reporting by method type with unknown gestational age or gestational age reported was not compatible with categorizations presented 
in this table are not included.

 † Includes uterine aspiration (might also be called dilation and curettage, aspiration curettage, suction curettage, manual vacuum aspiration, menstrual extraction, sharp curettage) and 
dilation and evacuation procedures.

 § Intrauterine instillations reported at ≤12 weeks’ gestation were considered as unknown for method type.
 ¶ Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 ** Percentage is calculated as the number of abortions reported by known method type divided by the sum of abortions reported by known and unknown method type. Values ≥99.95% 

are rounded to 100.0%.
 †† Two weeks were added to the probable postfertilization age to provide a corresponding measure to gestational age based on the clinician’s estimate.
 §§ Cells with a numerical value in the range of 1–4 and cells that would allow for calculation of these small values have been suppressed.
 ¶¶ Numbers for surgical abortions ≤13 weeks and >13 weeks and medical abortions ≤9 weeks versus >9 weeks are not presented as gestational age reported was not compatible with 

these categorizations.
 *** Gestational age based on clinician’s estimate. Numbers for medical abortions at ≤9 weeks versus >9 weeks are not presented because gestational age reported was not compatible 

with these categorizations.
 ††† Numbers for surgical abortions at ≤13 weeks versus >13 weeks and for medical abortions at ≤9 weeks versus >9 weeks are not presented because gestational age data were not provided 

by method type.
 §§§ Reporting to the central health agency is not required. Data are requested from hospitals and licensed ambulatory care facilities only.
 ¶¶¶ Includes residents only. Wisconsin reports as surgical, unspecified and does not differentiate surgical abortions from hysterectomy/hysterotomy. All abortions were reported as surgical 

or chemically induced. For this report, all surgical abortions were classified as surgical and all chemical abortions as medical.
 **** For the total only, surgical abortions reported without a gestational age were distributed among the surgical abortion categories according to the distribution of surgical abortions at 

known gestational age.
 †††† For the total only, medical abortions reported without a gestational age were distributed among the medical abortion categories according to the distribution of medical abortions at 

known gestational age.
 §§§§ Percentage based on a total of 555,274 abortions reported among the areas that met reporting standards for method type.
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TABLE 13. Number of reported abortions, by known weeks of gestation and method type — selected reporting areas,* United States, 2020

Method type

Weeks of gestation

Total≤6 7–9 10–13 14–15 16–17 18–20 ≥21

No. (%)† No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Surgical§
≤13 weeks’ gestation 66,200 (32.1) 66,659 (41.2) 46,364 (84.3) N/A N/A N/A N/A 179,223 (39.5)
>13 weeks’ gestation N/A N/A N/A 12,282 (98.8) 7,068 (97.7) 6,724 (96.2) 3,511 (86.3) 29,585 (6.5)
Medical¶
≤9 weeks’ gestation 140,098 (67.9) 94,922 (58.7) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 235,020 (51.8)
>9 weeks’ gestation N/A N/A 8,645 (15.7) 150 (1.2) 116 (1.6) 200 (2.9) 482 (11.8) 9,593 (2.1)
Intrauterine instillation —** —** 5 (0.0) 1 (0.0) 50 (0.7) 63 (0.9) 70 (1.7) 189 (0.0)
Hysterectomy/Hysterotomy 17 (0.0) 26 (0.0) 9 (0.0) 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0) 5 (0.1) 7 (0.2) 66 (0.0)
Total 206,315 (100.0) 161,607 (100.0) 55,023 (100.0) 12,434 (100.0) 7,235 (100.0) 6,992 (100.0) 4,070 (100.0) 453,676 (100.0)

Abbreviation: N/A = not applicable.
 * Data from 40 reporting areas; excludes 12 reporting areas (California, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, New 

Hampshire, New York State, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report by weeks of gestation, did not meet reporting standards, 
or did not have medical abortion as a specific category on their reporting form.

 † For each gestational age category, percentages of all method types might not add to 100% because of rounding.
 § Includes uterine aspiration (might also be called dilation and curettage, aspiration curettage, suction curettage, manual vacuum aspiration, menstrual extraction, 

sharp curettage) and dilation and evacuation procedures.
 ¶ The administration of medication or medications to induce an abortion; at ≤9 weeks’ gestation, typically involves the use of mifepristone and misoprostol and at 

>9 weeks’ gestation, typically involves the use of vaginal prostaglandins.
 ** Intrauterine instillations reported at ≤12 weeks’ gestation have not been included with known values.

TABLE 14. Number of reported abortions, by known weeks of gestation, age group, and race or ethnicity — selected reporting areas, United 
States, 2020

Characteristic

Weeks of gestation

Total≤6 7–9 10–13 14–15 16–17 18–20 ≥21

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Age group (yrs)*,†

<15 259 (25.6) 358 (35.4) 205 (20.3) 68 (6.7) 40 (4.0) 46 (4.5) 35 (3.5) 1,011 (100.0)
15–19 14,336 (37.9) 14,230 (37.6) 5,837 (15.4) 1,346 (3.6) 810 (2.1) 803 (2.1) 507 (1.3) 37,869 (100.0)
20–24 57,008 (43.7) 48,095 (36.9) 16,649 (12.8) 3,601 (2.8) 2,087 (1.6) 1,916 (1.5) 1,090 (0.8) 130,446 (100.0)
25–29 62,751 (46.3) 48,366 (35.7) 16,062 (11.8) 3,497 (2.6) 2,072 (1.5) 1,846 (1.4) 1,064 (0.8) 135,658 (100.0)
30–34 43,986 (47.5) 32,087 (34.6) 10,599 (11.4) 2,434 (2.6) 1,319 (1.4) 1,350 (1.5) 921 (1.0) 92,696 (100.0)
35–39 23,761 (47.5) 16,931 (33.9) 5,696 (11.4) 1,362 (2.7) 807 (1.6) 859 (1.7) 562 (1.1) 49,978 (100.0)
≥40 8,846 (50.7) 5,505 (31.6) 1,823 (10.5) 481 (2.8) 294 (1.7) 303 (1.7) 182 (1.0) 17,434 (100.0)
Total 210,947 (45.4) 165,572 (35.6) 56,871 (12.2) 12,789 (2.7) 7,429 (1.6) 7,123 (1.5) 4,361 (0.9) 465,092 (100.0)

Race or ethnicity*,§

Non-Hispanic
White 49,617 (47.3) 36,387 (34.7) 12,313 (11.7) 2,692 (2.6) 1,481 (1.4) 1,520 (1.4) 867 (0.8) 104,877 (100.0)
Black 55,749 (43.6) 46,628 (36.5) 17,308 (13.5) 3,608 (2.8) 1,972 (1.5) 1,809 (1.4) 714 (0.6) 127,788 (100.0)
Other 9,564 (47.4) 6,876 (34.1) 2,325 (11.5) 555 (2.8) 331 (1.6) 286 (1.4) 219 (1.1) 20,156 (100.0)

Hispanic 34,236 (51.6) 21,446 (32.3) 7,059 (10.6) 1,514 (2.3) 878 (1.3) 816 (1.2) 425 (0.6) 66,374 (100.0)
Total 149,166 (46.7) 111,337 (34.9) 39,005 (12.2) 8,369 (2.6) 4,662 (1.5) 4,431 (1.4) 2,225 (0.7) 319,195 (100.0)

* Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.
† Data from 41 reporting areas; excludes 11 reporting areas (California, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New 

York State, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report weeks of gestation by age, or did not meet reporting standards.
§ Data from 28 reporting areas; excludes 24 reporting areas (California, Colorado, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, 

Massachusetts, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York City, New York State, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, 
Washington, and Wisconsin) that did not report, did not report weeks of gestation by race or ethnicity, or did not meet reporting standards.
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TABLE 15. Number of deaths and case-fatality rates* for abortion-related deaths reported to CDC, by type of abortion — United States, 
1973–2019†

Year

Type of abortion

CFR per 100,000 legal abortions

Induced

Unknown** TotalLegal§ Illegal¶

1973–1977 2.09
1973 25 19 3 47
1974 26 6 1 33
1975 29 4 1 34
1976 11 2 1 14
1977 17 4 0 21

1978–1982 0.78
1978 9 7 0 16
1979 22 0 0 22
1980 9 1 2 12
1981 8 1 0 9
1982 11 1 0 12

1983–1987 0.66
1983 11 1 0 12
1984 12 0 0 12
1985 11 1 1 13
1986 11 0 2 13
1987 7 2 0 9

1988–1992 0.74
1988 16 0 0 16
1989 12 1 0 13
1990 9 0 0 9
1991 11 1 0 12
1992 10 0 0 10

1993–1997 0.52
1993 6 1 2 9
1994 10 2 0 12
1995 4 0 0 4
1996 9 0 0 9
1997 7 0 0 7

1998–2002 0.63
1998 9 0 0 9
1999 4 0 0 4
2000 11 0 0 11
2001 7 1 0 8
2002 10 0 0 10

2003–2007 0.60
2003 10 0 0 10
2004 7 1 0 8
2005 7 0 0 7
2006 7 0 0 7
2007 6 0 0 6

2008–2012 0.65
2008 12 0 0 12
2009 8 0 0 8
2010 10 0 0 10
2011 2 0 0 2
2012 4 0 0 4

2013–2019 0.43

2013 4 0 0 4
2014 6 0 0 6
2015 2 0 1 3
2016 6 1 1 8
2017 3 0 0 3
2018 2 0 0 2
2019 4 0 0 4

Abbreviation: CFR = case-fatality rate.
 * Number of legal induced abortion-related deaths per 100,000 reported legal induced abortions. Because a substantial number of legal induced abortions occurred outside reporting areas 

that provided data to CDC, national CFRs (i.e., number of legal induced abortion-related deaths per 100,000 reported legal induced abortions in the United States) were calculated with 
denominator data from the Guttmacher Institute’s national survey of abortion-providing facilities. Case-fatality rates were computed for consecutive 5-year periods during 1973–2012 
and then for a consecutive 7-year period during 2013–2019 because rates based on <20 cases might be unstable.

 † Certain numbers might differ from those in reports published previously because additional information has been supplied to CDC subsequent to publication.
 § An abortion is defined as legal if it was performed by a licensed clinician within the limits of state law.
 ¶ An abortion is defined as illegal if it was performed by any person other than a licensed clinician.
 ** Unknown whether abortion was induced or spontaneous. 
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Abortions by Area of Occurrence
1

Number Rate* Ratio** Number Rate* Ratio**

Abortions reported by area of 

occurrence 74,868         19.1 357 71,914         18.5 327

Number Percent Number Percent

Abortions obtained by out‐of‐area 

residents 3,988           5.3 2,256           3.1

Age Group2
Number Percent Number Percent

<15 124               0.2 118               0.2

15–19 5,157           6.9 5,231           7.3

20–24 20,017         26.8 18,889         26.5

25–29 21,866         29.3 20,741         29.1

30–34 15,876         21.2 15,051         21.1

35–39 8,613           11.5 8,425           11.8

≥40 3,087           4.1 2,907           4.1

Total abortions reported by known 

age 74,740         71,362        

Weeks of Gestation3
Number Percent Number Percent

≤6 55,834         74.6 52,850         73.5

7–9 11,686         15.6 11,641         16.2

10–13 4,768           6.4 4,843           6.7

14–15 1,005           1.3 973               1.4

16–17 652               0.9 691               1.0

18–20 704               0.9 699               1.0

≥21 219               0.3 217               0.3

Total abortions reported by known 

gestational age 74,868         71,914        

Abortions by Method Type4
Number Percent Number Percent

Surgical*

≤13 weeks’ gestation 27,408         38.2 32,315         47.1

>13 weeks’ gestation 2,489           3.5 2,505           3.7

unknown gestational age 0 (—) 0 (—)

Medical

≤9 weeks’ gestation 41,395 57.7 33,428 48.7

>9 weeks’ gestation 436 0.6 352 0.5

unknown gestational age 0 (—) 0 (—)

Intrauterine instillation 0 (—) 0 (—)

Hysterectomy/Hysterotomy 6  0.0 8  0.0

Total abortions reported by known 

method type 71,734         68,608        

1 MMWR Table 2

2 MMWR Table 3

3 MMWR Table 10

4 MMWR Table 12

Sources:  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report (MMWR), November 25, 2022, Surveillance Summaries / Vol. 71 / No 10, 

Abortion Surveillance ‐‐ United States, 2020; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention MMWR, November 26, 2021, Surveillance Summaries / Vol. 70 / No 9, 

Abortion Surveillance ‐‐ United States, 2019 

*Includes uterine aspiration (might also be called dilation and curettage, aspiration curettage, suction curettage, manual vacuum aspiration, menstrual extraction, sharp curettage) 

and dilation and evacuation procedures.

2020  ‐‐  Gestational age based on clinician’s estimate (Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, 

Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York City, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South 

Dakota, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming); gestational age calculated from the last normal menstrual period (Oklahoma and Utah); clinician’s estimate of gestation 

based on estimated date of conception (Virginia); and probable postfertilization age (Alabama, Arkansas, South Carolina, and Texas).

2019 ‐‐ Gestational age based on clinician’s estimate (Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, 

Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York City, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, 

South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming); gestational age calculated from the last normal menstrual period (Oklahoma and Utah); clinician’s 

estimate of gestation based on estimated date of conception (Virginia); probable postfertilization age (Alabama, Arkansas, South Carolina, and Texas).

Florida Data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report Tables

Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.

Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.

Percentages for the individual component categories might not add to 100% because of rounding.

*Number of abortions per 1,000 women aged 15–44 years.

**Number of abortions per 1,000 live births.

The total abortions include those with known and unknown residence status.

Additional details on the reporting area in which abortions were provided, cross‐tabulated by the area of residence, are available at 

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/Abortion.htm.

2020 2019

2020 2019

2020 2019

2020 2019



Florida Abortions by Area of Residence 2020 2019
Alabama 1,170            309              
Florida 70,880          69,658         
Georgia 1,452            1,202           
Louisiana 268               ‐‐
Mississippi 408               ‐‐

 New York (City and State) 72  ‐‐
Texas 95  ‐‐
Out‐of‐area (exact residence unknown) 145               225              

Total by location of service* 74,868          71,914         

Outside of Florida 3,988            2,256           
Alabama and Georgia 2,622            1,511           
Percent that live in Alabama and Georgia 65.7% 67.0%

* Totals may not add, since 1) Not all states reported data, 2) Data not reportable by

CDC, 3) Data for some states not reported by area of residence.  The states that meet

one or more of these conditions are: CA, MD, NH, and TN in 2020 and CA, MD, and NH

in 2019.

"‐‐"  Reporting area did not report, or data not reportable by CDC.

Source:  CDC, Abortions Distributed by Area of Residence and Area of Clinical Service, 

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/abortion.htm; 

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/excel/Abortions‐Distributed‐by‐

Area‐2011‐2020.xlsx



Year Total Growth Out-of-State Growth
2017 69,102     - 2,771               -
2018 70,239     2% 2,654               -4%
2019 71,914     2% 2,256               -15%
2020 74,868     4% 3,988               77%
2021 79,817     7% 4,873               22%
2022 82,581     3% 6,726               38%

Florida Abortion Statistics

Prepared for the FIEC by the Office of Economic & Demographic Research, 
October 13, 2023. source: https://ahca.myflorida.com/health-care-policy-
and-oversight/bureau-of-central-services/frequently-requested-data



County Name Total

Alachua 604

Baker 51

Bay 304

Bradford 51

Brevard 921

Broward 7562

Calhoun *

Charlotte 202

Citrus 135

Clay 332

Collier 502

Columbia 118

Dade 11072

Desoto 61

Dixie 25

Duval 3134

Escambia 525

Flagler 175

Franklin *

Gadsden 81

Gilchrist *

Glades *

Gulf *

Hamilton 31

Hardee 28

Hendry 92

Hernando 277

Highlands 100

Hillsborough 4782

10/4/2022 4:48:36 PM Page 1 of 3

* : County totals of 20 or fewer are included in the statewide total, but are not displayed for patient confidentiality.

Agency for Health Care Administration
Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy (ITOP) 

Total Cases by Patient County of Residence

2022 - Year to Date     Total Cases = 57067



County Name Total

Holmes *

Indian River 218

Jackson 47

Jefferson *

Lafayette *

Lake 474

Lee 1363

Leon 887

Levy 49

Liberty *

Madison 29

Manatee 641

Marion 592

Martin 196

Monroe 75

Nassau 94

Okaloosa 324

Okeechobee 68

Orange 3695

Osceola 836

Palm Beach 3694

Pasco 902

Pinellas 2283

Polk 1444

Putnam 109

St Johns 291

St Lucie 696

Santa Rosa 136

Sarasota 561

10/4/2022 4:48:36 PM Page 2 of 3

* : County totals of 20 or fewer are included in the statewide total, but are not displayed for patient confidentiality.

Agency for Health Care Administration
Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy (ITOP) 

Total Cases by Patient County of Residence

2022 - Year to Date     Total Cases = 57067



County Name Total

Seminole 778

Sumter 59

Suwannee 51

Taylor 27

Union *

Volusia 817

Wakulla 43

Walton 76

Washington *

Out of State 4201

10/4/2022 4:48:36 PM Page 3 of 3

* : County totals of 20 or fewer are included in the statewide total, but are not displayed for patient confidentiality.

Agency for Health Care Administration
Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy (ITOP) 

Total Cases by Patient County of Residence

2022 - Year to Date     Total Cases = 57067



County Name Total

Alachua 567

Baker 41

Bay 269

Bradford 35

Brevard 839

Broward 7395

Calhoun *

Charlotte 212

Citrus 134

Clay 341

Collier 549

Columbia 102

Dade 11835

Desoto 49

Dixie 31

Duval 2918

Escambia 354

Flagler 125

Franklin *

Gadsden 79

Gilchrist *

Glades *

Gulf *

Hamilton 32

Hardee 39

Hendry 99

Hernando 258

Highlands 115

Hillsborough 4849

10/1/2023 9:16:10 AM Page 1 of 3

* : County totals of 20 or fewer are included in the statewide total, but are not displayed for patient confidentiality.

Agency for Health Care Administration
Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy (ITOP)

Total Cases by Patient County of Residence

2023 - Year to Date     Total Cases = 58230



County Name Total

Holmes *

Indian River 228

Jackson 35

Jefferson *

Lafayette *

Lake 484

Lee 1425

Leon 818

Levy 58

Liberty *

Madison 25

Manatee 630

Marion 574

Martin 224

Monroe 52

Nassau 93

Okaloosa 245

Okeechobee 60

Orange 3825

Osceola 829

Palm Beach 3537

Pasco 842

Pinellas 2336

Polk 1656

Putnam 102

St Johns 247

St Lucie 675

Santa Rosa 108

Sarasota 597

10/1/2023 9:16:10 AM Page 2 of 3

* : County totals of 20 or fewer are included in the statewide total, but are not displayed for patient confidentiality.

Agency for Health Care Administration
Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy (ITOP)

Total Cases by Patient County of Residence

2023 - Year to Date     Total Cases = 58230



County Name Total

Seminole 811

Sumter 64

Suwannee 48

Taylor 23

Union *

Volusia 856

Wakulla 41

Walton 67

Washington *

Out of State 5216

10/1/2023 9:16:10 AM Page 3 of 3

* : County totals of 20 or fewer are included in the statewide total, but are not displayed for patient confidentiality.

Agency for Health Care Administration
Reported Induced Terminations of Pregnancy (ITOP)

Total Cases by Patient County of Residence

2023 - Year to Date     Total Cases = 58230



Texas’ 2021 Ban on Abortion in Early Pregnancy
and Changes in Live Births
Texas’ Senate Bill 8 (SB8) became law on September 1, 2021,
banning abortions as early as 5 weeks after the start of one’s
last menstrual period. In the first month after SB8 went into
effect, the total number of facility-based abortions provided

to pregnant Texas residents in
Texas or 1 of the 6 adjacent
states decreased by 38% (2171

fewer abortions).1 Many have speculated that as abortion be-
comes more difficult to access, people will be forced to carry
pregnancies to term, thereby increasing births. However, no
studies, to our knowledge, have examined fertility changes re-
lated to recent abortion restrictions. This study evaluated
changes in the number of births in Texas associated with Texas’
SB8 policy.

Methods | We used publicly available monthly counts of live
births in all 50 states plus the District of Columbia for 2016
through 2022 from National Center for Health Statistics birth
certificate data.2,3 The Johns Hopkins University Bloomberg
School of Public Health institutional review board deemed this
study exempt from ethical review.

We used a comparative interrupted time series with an
augmented synthetic control approach to estimate differ-
ences between observed birth counts and counterfactual pre-
dictions of expected birth counts in Texas without SB8.4 This
approach used a weighted combination of states to create a
synthetic “Texas” based on prepolicy (January 2016-March
2022) outcome and covariate trends. The covariates included
the percentage of monthly births to birthing people who were
non–US-born Hispanic, non-Hispanic Black, aged 35 years or
older, college educated, and using Medicaid. We also used
state fixed effects to account for unobserved state-specific
factors. We treated births in April 2022 as the first birth
cohort exposed to the policy change because they (if full
term) were at most 7 to 10 weeks’ gestation when SB8 went
into effect on September 1, 2021. To evaluate whether our
Texas results could be explained by a factor other than SB8
that was influencing fertility more broadly, we conducted 50
separate placebo tests in which we considered all states (and
the District of Columbia) other than Texas as the “treated”
state. We also confirmed that none of the states most heavily

weighted in our synthetic control enacted new abortion
restrictions during the relevant exposure period. We deter-
mined statistical significance by whether the 95% CI of the
difference between the observed and predicted number of
monthly births included 0; 95% CIs were estimated with a
conformal inference procedure.5 All analyses were performed
in R version 4.3.0 with the AugSynth package.4

Results | We estimated that the SB8 policy was associated with
9799 additional births in Texas between April and December
2022 (observed births, 297 088; expected births based on
counterfactual estimate, 287 289). We detected increases in
monthly birth counts above expectation of 1.7% to 5.1%,
although April, May, and July differences were not significant
(Table; Figure). The largest difference occurred in December
2022, with 1674 (95% CI, 671.7-2675.2) births occurring above
the predicted 32 913. Placebo test results indicate this pattern
was only evident in Texas.

Discussion | This study found a greater than expected number
of births in Texas in the months after a restrictive abortion
law went into effect. Although there was an increase in abor-
tions provided to Texans out of state1 and requests for medi-
cation abortion pills obtained outside the formal health
care system,6 results suggest not everyone who might have
received an abortion in the absence of SB8 was able to ob-
tain one.

Limitations include the use of aggregate provisional birth
count data from 2022 that lack information on birthing peo-
ple’s characteristics.2 Additionally, results cannot be general-
ized because the analysis was restricted to 1 state.

Since the Supreme Court’s 2022 Dobbs v Jackson Women’s
Health Organization decision, Texas has prohibited nearly
all abortions, as have most neighboring states that pro-
vided key abortion access during the initial months of SB8.
It is therefore crucial to continue closely monitoring any
increases in the number of births that result from abortion
restrictions because this may signal a curtailing of reproduc-
tive autonomy.

Suzanne O. Bell, PhD
Elizabeth A. Stuart, PhD
Alison Gemmill, PhD

Table. Estimated Difference in Observed vs Expected Births in Texas in Months Affected by Senate Bill 8a

Month
Observed
births

Expected
births

Difference
(95% CI)

% Increase
(95% CI)

April 29 757 29 263.0 494.0 (−412.4 to 1495.7) 1.7 (−1.4 to 5.3)

May 30 387 29 887.2 499.8 (−406.5 to 1501.5) 1.7 (−1.4 to 5.2)

June 32 127 30 707.0 1420.0 (513.7 to 2421.7) 4.6 (1.6 to 8.2)

July 33 494 32 849.8 644.2 (−262.2 to 1645.9) 2.0 (−0.8 to 5.2)

August 36 539 35 005.9 1533.1 (436.0 to 2630.3) 4.4 (1.2 to 7.8)

September 33 799 32 433.3 1365.7 (459.3 to 2367.4) 4.2 (1.4 to 7.5)

October 33 018 31 919.2 1098.8 (97.1 to 2100.6) 3.4 (0.3 to 6.8)

November 33 381 32 311.4 1069.6 (67.9 to 2071.4) 3.3 (0.2 to 6.6)

December 34 586 32 912.5 1673.5 (671.7 to 2675.2) 5.1 (2.0 to 8.4)

a Observed birth data are for 2022
from the National Center for Health
Statistics. Expected birth counts
and corresponding statistics were
calculated using a comparative
interrupted time series with an
augmented synthetic control
approach.
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COMMENT & RESPONSE

Increasing All-Cause Mortality in US Children
and Adolescents
To the Editor As public health researchers, we applaud the re-
cent Viewpoint1 that called attention to recent increases in child
mortality. However, we believe that this Viewpoint did not ac-
knowledge a child population that has been markedly under-
served and generally understudied—rural children.

Rural children in the US have experienced marked dispari-
ties in mortality for years. In 1999, mortality among rural chil-
dren (estimated 77.6 deaths per 100 000 residents) exceeded
the parallel rate among urban children (estimated 66.4 deaths
per 100 000 residents) by 17%.2 By 2017, death rates had
dropped among rural children in the US to 62.6 per 100 000
and among urban children in the US to 50.2 per 100 000, but
the rural disparity increased to 25%.2

As we strive to meet the national Healthy People 2030 goal
of reducing US child mortality to 18.4 deaths per 100 000,3 we
must examine patterns among rural children to ascertain pre-
ventable causes of death and points of intervention. In 2016,
motor vehicle crashes were the leading cause of death among
children; the rate of such deaths was significantly higher for
rural children than for suburban or urban children in the US.4

Other conditions associated with higher death rates among ru-
ral children were drowning and fire and/or burns. All 3 of these
conditions are influenced by parental actions, and all require
rapid medical interventions that are less likely to be available
in rural counties.

The Viewpoint’s1 focus on firearms and mental health is-
sues, while reflecting current concerns, neglects the actual
causes of death. Attention to policy factors that can influence
child well-being, such as lack of uniformity in state laws gov-
erning the use of child restraints, might be more feasible and
more effective. In addition, lack of clinicians and health care
facilities in rural communities can have effects beyond direct
health care. Research suggests that parents obtaining care from
a pediatrician are more likely to remember seat belt guidance
than those visiting family medicine physicians,5 but most ru-
ral counties lack a pediatrician. Developing more pediatric
rotations and residencies in rural areas could help address this
gap and foster better anticipatory guidance for parents regard-
ing rural risk exposures more generally.

Bringing about change and improving outcomes for
rural children cannot happen unless we pay attention to these
children and their unique circumstances. Without ongoing

Figure. Monthly Differences in the Number of Observed
vs Expected Births in Texas, January 2016-December 2022
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Horizontal line at 0 indicates no difference between the observed and expected
number of monthly births; dotted vertical line is March 2022, corresponding to
the last birth cohort not exposed to Texas’ Senate Bill 8 that was used to
generate the exposure period counterfactual; shading indicates the 95% CI in
the policy exposure period. Observed birth data were from the National Center
for Health Statistics. Expected birth counts and corresponding statistics were
calculated using a comparative interrupted time series with an augmented
synthetic control approach.
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 FERTILITY EFFECTS OF ABORTION AND BIRTH
 CONTROL PILL ACCESS FOR MINORS*

 MELANIE GULDI

 This article empirically assesses whether age-restricted access to abortion and the birth control
 pill influence minors 'fertility in the United States. There is not a strong consensus in previous litera
 ture regarding the relationship between laws restricting minors' access to abortion and minors'birth
 rates. This is the first study to recognize that state laws in place prior to the 1973 Roe v. Wade decision
 enabled minors to legally consent to surgical treatment?including abortion?in some states but not
 in others, and to construct abortion access variables reflecting this. In this article, age-specific policy
 variables measure either a minor s legal ability to obtain an abortion or to obtain the birth control pill
 without parental involvement. I find fairly strong evidence that young women's birthrates dropped as
 a result of abortion access as well as evidence that birth control pill access led to a drop in birthrates
 among whites.

 ^^revious studies examining the impact of abortion legalization on birthrates have not
 recognized that at the time of abortion legalization, minors' access to abortion was limited
 by parental involvement laws in some U.S. states; and these studies have not considered
 the impact of a minor's access to the birth control pill (Levine 2004; Levine et al. 1999).

 Although the finding of a negative relationship between abortion legalization and birthrates
 is robust across studies, these results suffer from potential omitted variables bias because
 they do not account for minors' access to birth control pills (the Pill). More recently, au
 thors have considered abortion legalization and legal access to the Pill in the same analysis.

 However, abortion access is measured by whether abortion is legal for adults in the state
 when a woman is a particular age (usually 18 or 21), and not by whether a minor had legal
 access to abortion (Ananat and Hungerman 2007; Bailey 2006; and Goldin and Katz 2002).

 Although these authors have found a negative relationship between early legal access to
 the Pill and births, the impact that minors' access to oral contraceptives had on birthrates
 during this period has not been studied extensively, and the contemporaneous impact of
 minors' legal access to abortion has not been examined. Unlike previous research, this
 study constructs policy variables to measure minors' legal access to abortion during the
 late 1960s and early 1970s and examines the impact that minors' access to abortion and the

 Pill have on birthrates.

 Laws changing minors' access to abortion or the Pill alter the costs of preventing or
 terminating pregnancies. These cost changes have theoretically ambiguous impacts on
 birthrates.1 Consequently, to determine the size and direction of the change in birthrates
 attributable to changes in minor access, data must be examined empirically.

 *Melanie Guldi, Department of Economics, Mount Holyoke College, 50 College Street, South Hadley, MA
 01075; e-mail: mguldi@mtholyoke.edu. I owe thanks to the editors of Demography and two anonymous referees
 as well as Martha Bailey, Elizabeth Cascio, Hilary Hoynes, Lisa Jepsen, Douglas L. Miller, Marianne Page, and
 Ann Stevens for insightful feedback on earlier drafts of this article. I am also grateful for the helpful comments
 from participants of the 2005 Western Economic Association International Conference, UC-Davis Brown Bag
 Seminar, and Sacramento State Brown Bag Seminar. Any remaining errors are my own.

 1. An existing body of literature develops the economic theory of fertility and provides more technical detail
 (see, e.g., Akerlof, Yellen, and Katz 1996; Ananat et al. 2006; Becker 1960,1981; Becker and Lewis 1973; Heckman
 and Willis 1975; Kane and Staiger 1996; Levine 2004; Levine and Staiger 2002; and Willis 1999). When the cost of
 the Pill and of abortion change simultaneously, the predicted impact on the birthrate is theoretically ambiguous and
 depends on (a) the cost of abortion relative to the cost of giving birth; (b) the cost of the Pill relative to its expected
 decrease in the probability of pregnancy; (c) the distribution of these costs across the population.
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 It is important to understand how large the behavioral response to the policy is because
 changes may affect minors' own outcomes as well as outcomes of the next generation.
 Recent work has shown that women's short- and long-term fertility as well as career and
 labor force outcomes are influenced by access to abortion and/or the Pill (Ananat, Gruber,
 and Levine 2007; Ananat and Hungerman 2007; Bailey 2006; and Goldin and Katz 2002).
 Additionally, children's outcomes?such as educational attainment, welfare use, criminal
 activity, and child fatal injury rates?have been associated with access to abortion and/or
 the Pill (Ananat et al. 2006; Charles and Stephens 2006; Donohue and Levitt 2001; Gruber,
 Levine, and Staiger 1999; Lott and Whitley 2007; Pantano 2007; Sen 2007). Some authors
 have argued that the impact on the next generation operates via a change in cohort size,
 while others have argued that the impact is due to a selection mechanism (Ananat et al.
 2006; Lott and Whitley 2007). Still others have questioned the magnitude of the effect on
 the next generation (Foote and Goetz 2005; Joyce 2004). Regardless, it is important to un
 derstand how much fertility policies influence birthrates. This article explores the relative
 impacts of minors' access to abortion and the Pill on birthrates.

 Previous work has found that abortion legalization decreased the teen birthrate by
 2%-13% (Angrist and Evans 1999; Levine et al. 1999; Sklar and Berkov 1974). Other
 state-level research shows that laws restricting minors' access to abortion (beginning in the
 mid-1970s) had little effect on the birthrate (Bitler and Zavodny 2001; Blank, George, and
 London 1996; Cartoof and Klerman 1986; Joyce and Kaestner 1996; Joyce, Kaestner, and
 Colman 2006; Kane and Staiger 1996; Levine 2003; Rogers et al. 1991). However, these
 authors generally failed to account for access to contraception, and no author has examined
 the relationship between the birthrate and parental involvement laws that governed minors'
 access to abortion in the United States during the late 1960s and the 1970s.

 This article explores the relationship among minors 'access to abortion, minors' access
 to the Pill, and the birthrate. The impact of state law changes on the birthrates of women
 ages 15-21 is analyzed using a model that controls for age, state, year, and unrestricted
 state-year fixed effects. I find that for whites, providing minors with abortion access and/or
 access to the Pill leads to a reduction in birthrates. These effects are strongest among un
 married first-time mothers.

 STATE LAWS REGULATING MINORS' ACCESS TO THE PILL AND TO
 ABORTION
 The cost of pregnancy prevention was drastically reduced when the U.S. Food and Drug
 Administration (FDA) approved the nearly 100%-effective birth control pill (the Pill) in
 1960. Almost immediately, married women began using it to control their fertility. How
 ever, unmarried women and minors were not afforded the same access as married women.
 The age at which a minor could obtain contraception without the consent of her parent(s)
 varied by state during the late 1960s and early 1970s. For some states during this period,
 the age of consent was simply the age of majority; for others, it was governed by a mature

 minor doctrine or an explicit medical consent law for minors.2 Table 1 shows the number of
 states where minors of a particular age had legal access to the Pill without parental involve
 ment for each year examined in this article.3

 Even with the availability of the Pill, the cost of terminating unplanned pregnan
 cies remained high until legislative and judicial action gave adult women legal access to

 2. Bailey (2006) and Goldin and Katz (2002) discussed the legal environment related to the Pill more
 extensively.

 3. The age at which a minor could have obtained the Pill without parental involvement is, in some states,
 the same age at which a minor could obtain other less-effective forms of contraception without parental involve

 ment. In this article, access to the Pill can be thought of as access to contraception. Therefore, the interpretation
 of any results in this article could be construed more broadly as access to contraception rather than simply the
 birth control pill.
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 Table 1. Number of States With Minor Access, by Age of Minor and Year Giving Birth

 Access Measure  Access Measure

 Year

 1968
 1968
 1968
 1968
 1968
 1968
 1968
 1969
 1969
 1969
 1969
 1969
 1969
 1969
 1970
 1970
 1970
 1970
 1970
 1970
 1970
 1971
 1971
 1971
 1971
 1971

 1971

 1971

 Age
 15
 16
 17
 18
 19
 20

 21

 15
 16
 17
 18

 19
 20

 21

 15
 16
 17
 18

 19
 20

 21

 15
 16
 17
 18

 19
 20

 21

 Pill

 3
 3
 3
 7
 8
 9

 51
 4
 4
 4
 9
 10

 11

 51
 6
 7
 7
 13
 14
 17
 51
 6
 7
 7
 13
 15
 17
 51

 Abortion Both  Year

 1972
 1972
 1972
 1972
 1972
 1972
 1972
 1973
 1973
 1973
 1973
 1973
 1973
 1973
 1974
 1974
 1974
 1974
 1974
 1974
 1974
 1975
 1975
 1975
 1975
 1975
 1975
 1975

 Age
 15
 16
 17
 18

 19
 20

 21

 15
 16
 17
 18

 19
 20

 21
 15
 16
 17
 18

 19
 20

 21

 15
 16
 17
 18

 19
 20

 21

 Pill
 14
 16
 16
 32
 35
 37
 51
 17
 20
 20
 43
 46
 46

 51
 17
 20

 20

 49
 51
 51
 51
 21

 24
 24
 50
 51
 51
 51

 Abortion Both
 3
 3
 4
 7
 7
 7
 7
 14
 14
 15
 42
 44
 44
 51
 17
 18

 19
 48
 50
 50
 51
 22

 23
 24
 49
 51
 51
 51

 0
 0

 1

 5
 6
 6
 7
 8

 9
 10

 38
 42
 42

 51
 8
 10

 11

 47
 50
 50
 51
 12

 14
 15
 49
 51
 51
 51

 (continued)

 abortions beginning in the late 1960s.4 In 1973, the landmark Roe v. Wade court decision
 legalized abortion for adult women, although not necessarily minors, in all states. Prior to

 Roe v. Wade, some states had reformed laws to allow for abortion under a number of cir
 cumstances, such as rape, incest, severe defect of the fetus, or when the health or life of the
 woman was in danger (Alan Guttmacher Institute 2003). Nine of these states incorporated

 4. Prior authors (e.g., Bitler and Zavodny 2002; Levine et al. 1999; Merz, Jackson, and Klerman 1995; U.S.
 DHEW 1974) discussed the timing of legalized abortion in detail. In this article, I assume the following timing:
 California in 1969; Alaska, Hawaii, New York, and Washington in 1970; New Jersey and Vermont in 1972; and
 all other states in 1973.
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 (Table 1, continued)

 Access Measure Access Measure

 Year Age Pill Abortion Both Year Age Pill Abortion Both
 1976 15 26 26 17 1977 19 51 51 51
 1976 16 28 27 19 1977 20 51 51 51

 1976 17 28 28 20 1977 21 51 51 51
 1976 18 50 50 49 1978 15 27 35 19
 1976 19 51 51 51 1978 16 29 35 21
 1976 20 51 51 51 1978 17 29 36 22
 1976 21 51 51 51 1978 18 50 50 49

 1977 15 27 35 20 1978 19 51 51 51
 1977 16 29 35 22 1978 20 51 51 51
 1977 17 29 36 23 1978 21 51 51 51

 1977 18 50 50 49_
 Notes: Number of states that would have allowed a minor mother giving birth at age a access to the Pill at the time of

 pregnancy or to abortion within the first three months of pregnancy. Minors acquire access when state laws enable them to
 obtain an abortion or the Pill without parental involvement. Across data sources, there is sometimes disagreement with regard to
 laws governing minor access. When this is the case, I use the age that is most consistent across sources. This necessarily results in
 some mismatch relative to other articles using similar policy variables. If no specific access age is given in the data source or if the
 minimum falls below age 14,1 code the age as 14 because this is the youngest age in the data I use.

 Sources: Alan Guttmacher Institute (2003, 1978); Council of State Governments (1972, 1973); Merz et al. (1995); Paul and
 Pilpel (1979); Paul, Pilpel, and Wechsler (1974, 1976); and Pilpel and Wechsler (1969, 1971); U.S. DHEW (1974).

 a parental involvement feature into their reformed statutes. Even after Roe v. Wade, some
 states continued to enforce the parental involvement component of the existing abortion
 laws, at least for some period. For example, South Carolina passed a parental consent law
 in January 1970. Although this law was ruled unconstitutional in July 1973, a new parental
 consent law was passed in 1974 (Merz et al. 1995; U.S. DHEW 1974). Also, some states
 passed parental involvement laws very shortly after Roe v. Wade. For example, South Da
 kota had a parental consent law for abortions beginning March 1973 (Merz et al. 1995).
 However, the majority of states did not have explicit parental involvement laws during the
 early 1970s, and such legislation did not become widespread until the 1980s (Greenberger
 and Connor 1991; Haas-Wilson 1996; Levine 2004; Merz et al. 1995).

 The absence of parental involvement laws did not necessarily mean that minors had
 legal access to abortion. Abortion is considered a surgical procedure. Consequently, with
 out an explicit parental involvement law, the legal ability of a minor to consent to medical
 treatment governed whether a minor had legal access to abortion. For some states, the laws
 that determined a minor's access to abortion and oral contraceptives were the same. In other
 states, minors of a certain age had access to the Pill but not to abortion (e.g., California and
 South Carolina) or vice versa (e.g., Nebraska and Washington).

 States that enacted parental consent laws during the 1970s sometimes did not include
 a health exception. This meant that even if a young woman's life were at risk, parental
 consent would still be required to obtain an abortion. In July 1976, the U.S. Supreme Court
 ruled this to be unconstitutional in the case of Planned Parenthood of Central Missouri
 v. Danforth. Consequently, state parental consent laws without health exceptions were
 invalidated and presumably unenforceable after this ruling. After this ruling, minors in
 a subset of states gained legal access to abortion. In contrast, state parental-consent laws
 with a health exception but without a judicial-bypass feature could have been enforced
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 until the U.S. Supreme Court decision for Bellotti v. Baird in July 1979 (Paul and Pilpel
 1979). Table 1 shows the number of states where minors could legally consent to having
 an abortion, taking the Pill, or doing both without parental involvement by age for each
 year from 1968 to 1978.

 EMPIRICAL MODEL
 Vital statistics data (U.S. DHHS 1968-1979), U.S. census data (1970-1980), and state-level
 policy variables described in Table 1 are combined into one data set. The dependent vari
 able is the natural log of the birthrate. The birthrate is constructed by dividing the number
 of births by population (in thousands) for each age, race, and state group constructed.
 The empirical model employs a difference-of-difference-of-difference (DoDoD) estima
 tor (Gruber 1994; Meyer 1995), which measures the impact of access to abortion and oral
 contraceptives on the birthrates of young women. Regressions are of the following form:

 ^{Birthrate) sat = ?1 + $2Pillsat + ^Abortion at + ?4 + ?5 , + ?6 Aa

 + ?7 ,+e ? (1) "7 s t sat' v 7

 where s is state of residence, a represents age of mother at birth, and t is the year when the
 mother gives birth. The dependent variable is the natural log of the number of births per
 thousand women in an age (see Eq. (2)):

 Ln(Birthrate)sat = Ln(Number of Births sat I (Population sat I 1,000). (2)

 Access is measured with two variables?PMsat and Abortionsat?and is determined by
 laws in place during the year in which a minor would have become pregnant (year t - 1)
 instead of the year when she would have given birth (year t) to take account of the differ
 ence in timing between law change and birth outcome. Pillsat is an indicator equal to 1 if a
 minor age a in state s in year t was old enough in the previous year to obtain birth control
 pills without her parent's consent. Abortionsat is an indicator equal to 1 if a minor of age a
 in state s and year t was old enough to obtain an abortion without parental consent in year
 t - l.5 Summary statistics are provided in Table 2.

 The differences by race in minors' responses to changes in access to either the Pill or
 abortion (Angrist and Evans 1999; Henshaw and Kost 1992; Levine et al. 1999; Reddy,
 Fleming, and Swain 2002; and Zavodny 2004) suggest that it is important to examine the
 impact of these policies by race rather than by averaging the effect over a less-stratified
 group. Therefore, I perform the analysis separately by race. Age, state, and year fixed ef
 fects, as well as state-year fixed effects (a full set of indicator variables for state and year,
 fully interacted, that create coefficient vector ?7), are included in all regressions to control
 for factors that may be correlated with the policy as well as the birthrate. The baseline
 specification compares different-aged individuals within states using age, state, year, and
 state-year fixed effects. The data are analyzed using ordinary least-squares (OLS) regres
 sion, weighted by the population of the state-year-age cell. Estimated heteroskedastic,
 robust standard errors take into account clustering6 at the state level because errors may be
 serially correlated within state (Bertrand, Duflo, and Mullainathan 2004).

 RESULTS
 Results are presented in Table 3 separately for whites and nonwhites. Each column repre
 sents a separate regression. All regressions control for age, state, and year fixed effects, as

 5. Alternatives to the timing used in these definitions of the policy variables are discussed later in the article.
 6. These standard errors are computed using the cluster command in Stata version 9.2.
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 Table 2. Summary Statistics
 Observations Mean SD Minimum Maximum

 Pill 8,568 0.480 0.500 0 1
 Abortion 8,568 0.373 0.484 0 1

 Age 8,568 18 2 15 21
 Year 8,568 1973.5 3.5 1968 1979

 Whites
 Birthrate 4,283 70.23 49.11 1.49 332.40
 Ln(Birthrate) 4,284 3.89 0.99 -0.69 5.81
 Population 4,284 33,154 34,876 652 192,621

 Nonwhites
 Birthrate 4,194 127.19 64.86 4.20 602.57
 Ln(Birthrate) 4,284 4.57 0.99 -0.69 6.40
 Population_4,284_5,806_6,609_9_34,069
 Notes: Each observation is at the state-year-age cell. Birthrate is the number of births per 1,000 women in the state-year-age

 cell, computed separately by race. When the birthrate = 0, ln(Birthrate) is replaced with ln(l / 2). Pill = 1 if minor age a in state
 s in year t had access to the birth control pill without parental involvement in year t-l. Abortion = 1 if minor age a in state s in
 year t had access to an abortion without parental involvement in year t-l.

 Source: As described in the text of the article, data on births come from the 1968-1979 Vital Statistics Natality Detail Files,
 and population estimates come from the U.S. Census Bureau. Policy Variables come from sources listed in the notes to Table 1.

 well as state-year fixed effects.7 Among whites, a minor's access to abortion and the Pill are
 associated with a drop in birthrates, whereas the evidence is much weaker for nonwhites.
 The findings are fairly robust across different specifications for abortion access, but less so
 for access to oral contraceptives.

 The baseline results are reported in column 1 of Table 3. Access to the Pill (PiUsat)
 is associated with a 8.5% drop in whites' birthrates, which is consistent with previous
 work showing that access to oral contraceptives increases age at first birth (Ananat and
 Hungerman 2007; Bailey 2006). Abortion access (Abortionsat) is associated with a 10%
 drop in whites' birthrates.8 This is in contrast to the near zero effect found by other authors
 examining 1980s state laws restricting minors' access to abortion (Bitler and Zavodny
 2001; Blank et al. 1996; Cartoof and Klerman 1986; Joyce and Kaestner 1996; Joyce et al.
 2006; Kane and Staiger 1996; Levine 2003; Rogers et al. 1991). The estimates in column
 1 indicate that access to oral contraceptives and abortion have similar negative effects on

 whites' birthrates. In the baseline specification, no statistically significant relationship is
 found for nonwhites.

 Birth Order, Nonmarital Births, and Marital Births
 During the period considered, minors who were married or who were already mothers
 were usually emancipated, meaning that they would have had access to the Pill and/or
 abortion prior to many of the law changes discussed earlier in this article. Consequently,
 changes in laws governing minors' access would be expected to have little or no effect on
 the fertility decisions of minors who were already mothers or who were married when they
 became pregnant. This could attenuate the estimated relationship between births and access

 7. Including state annual crime rate, unemployment rate, and state income per capita rather than state-year
 fixed effects yields results that are similar to those in the baseline specification.

 8. The magnitude and significance of the Pill and abortion estimates do not change appreciably when they
 are estimated in separate regressions, rather than in the same regression.
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 Table 3. LS Regression Coefficients Predicting the Birthrate, by Access to the Pill, Access to Abortion, and Type of Birth

 Births Data Used to Compute Dependent Variable

 All
 Births (1)

 Nonmarital

 Births (2)

 First Births (3)

 Nonmarital
 First Births (4)

 Second+

 Births  (5)

 All Births
 Monthly (6)

 All Births (7)

 All Births
 in Levels (8)

 Whites

 Access to the Pill  Access to abortion

 Nonwhites

 Access to the Pill

 Access to abortion

 -0.085* (0.041)

 -0.100f

 (0.054)  0.009  (0.051)
 -0.030

 (0.058)

 Different Between Races?

 Access to the Pill Yes Access to abortion No
 Age, State, Year Fixed Effects

 State Year Unrestricted Fixed Effects

 Month Fixed Effects

 Weighted by Population? Yes

 Number of Observations 4,284

 -0.052
 (0.038)

 -0.172**
 (0.049)  0.016 (0.036)

 -0.080*

 (0.034)  Yes Yes  Yes 4,284

 -0.090f

 (0.045)
 -0.098

 (0.063)
 -0.005
 (0.062)

 -0.012

 (0.077)  No No  Yes 4,284

 -0.083* (0.038) -0.164** (0.029)
 -0.048

 (0.057)

 -0.001

 (0.070)  No Yes
 Yes

 4,284

 -0.036

 (0.059)

 -0.080

 (0.053)

 0.088
 (0.066)

 0.006
 (0.068)  Yes No  Yes 4,284

 0.019  (0.032)
 -0.155**

 (0.032)  0.051 (0.037)
 -0.052

 (0.034)  No Yes  Yes
 47,124

 -0.020

 (0.045)
 -0.137** (0.037)  0.051 (0.077)

 -0.104f
 (0.054)  No No  No 4,284

 -7.599*

 (3.243) -14.412** (3.654)

 -5.971

 (3.846)  -12.834** (3.293)  No No  Yes 4,284

 Notes: Robust standard errors taking account of clustering at the state level are shown in parentheses. Regressions are weighted by population for each state-year-age cell. Each column in each

 panel represents a different regression. When birthrate = 0, In (Birthrate) is replaced with ln(l / 2) except in column 8, where it is zero. Access to the Pill = 1 if minor age a in state s in year t had access to the birth control pill without parental involvement in year t- 1. Access to abortion = 1 if minor age a in state s in year t had access to abortion without parental involvement in year

 t - 1. Because of space constraints, the coefficient estimates for the other variables are not reported.

 V<.10;*/><.05; **p < .01
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 in the current analysis. To address this issue, I first perform the analysis using only births
 to unmarried women to construct birthrates. Although marital status cannot be accurately

 measured in the vital statistics data for all states over the period, using proxies for marital
 status?such as fathers' characteristics reported (or not reported) on the birth certificate in
 conjunction with marital status information9?I construct birthrates of unmarried mothers.
 These results (column 2, Table 3) show that abortion access is associated with a larger de
 crease in the nonmarital birthrate (17.2% for whites; 8% for nonwhites) relative to the base
 line, which is expected if the original results were attenuated by including marital births
 in the analysis. Access to oral contraceptives is not measured with statistical significance.

 Next, I examine first births (column 3, Table 3). There is weak evidence that access to the
 Pill decreases first birthrates for whites. However, no other conclusions can be drawn. This
 leads to the next specification. If the group of women most likely to have been affected by
 any law changes is unmarried women having first births, then the estimate for each policy
 variable should be least attenuated for this group. When only nonmarital first-time births
 are used to construct birthrates, estimates show that access to the Pill and access to abortion
 each have a significant negative relationship with whites' birthrates (column 4, Table 3).
 All estimates based on second or higher-order births are statistically insignificant (column
 5, Table 3). A test of the null hypothesis that there are no differences by race indicates that
 when differences do exist, both access to abortion and access to the Pill have a larger (more
 negative) relationship with birthrates for whites than nonwhites. Taken together, these re
 sults indicate that abortion access has a slightly larger impact on birthrates than access to
 oral contraceptives; whites responded to laws governing minors' access to the Pill, whereas
 conclusions cannot be drawn for nonwhites. Finally, adjusting for birth order and/or marital
 status increases the magnitude of the abortion estimates.

 Robustness Checks
 The results from the baseline specification are compared with regressions performed on
 monthly data, regressions in which the dependent variable is measured in levels rather
 than logs, and regressions performed without weighting by population. Tightening the time
 period between observed policy change and observed birth, using monthly data, reduces
 measurement error attributable to (1) the different timing of taking oral contraceptives
 versus abortion technology (the Pill must be taken prior to pregnancy, whereas abortion
 occurs after pregnancy); and (2) the inability to observe the mother's exact birthday in the
 vital statistics data. Monthly policy variables are defined as whether a woman age a had ac
 cess in month m - 6 (abortion) or in month m - 9 (the Pill). The specification also includes
 month fixed effects. Estimates obtained from monthly data are reported in column 6 (Table
 3). The estimates for abortion access are slightly higher than those found in the baseline
 regression, which supports a measurement error explanation. The estimate for oral contra
 ceptives is not statistically significant, which is a finding that I discuss in more detail later
 within this article. Columns 7 and 8 (Table 3) report results from unweighted regressions
 and regressions in which birthrate is measured in levels rather than in logs. From these three
 robustness checks, the finding that abortion access is associated with a decrease in birth
 rates is supported. However, these robustness checks reveal that the estimated relationship
 between access to the Pill and birthrates is more tenuous.

 DISCUSSION
 Using robust DoDoD methods, the results presented in this article offer evidence that birth
 rates fall with increases in minors' access to abortion, and that this drop is larger for whites
 than nonwhites. Among whites, access to oral contraceptives is also negatively related to
 birthrates. These results indicate that granting minors access to these means of reproductive

 9.1 am grateful for an anonymous referee who suggested this approach.
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 control has an impact on birthrates above and beyond any impact that changes in adult
 access laws have. The magnitude of the coefficient estimates is meaningful from a policy
 perspective. For example, they indicate that minors' access to abortion leads to an additional
 8%-15% drop in birthrates in addition to any changes resulting from legalized abortion.

 The coefficient estimates for access to oral contraceptives are generally smaller in mag
 nitude than those for abortion access. One reason that the estimated relationship between
 access to the Pill and birthrates is smaller in general is that oral contraceptive technology is
 inherently different from abortion technology. To avert a birth, abortion requires a one-time
 action, whereas taking the Pill requires continual action. In addition, the impact of access to
 oral contraceptives on birthrates may be muted by the Pill's failure rate, which is different
 across age and race categories (Ranjit et al. 2001). Because of technological differences,
 gaining access to the Pill may produce a fuzzier break in the birthrate trend than gaining
 access to abortion. These two features of oral contraceptive technology may work together
 to attenuate any observed relationship between access to the Pill and birthrates.

 CONCLUSION
 This article contributes to the existing literature on the Pill and abortion by empirically
 analyzing the relative impact of access to each on birthrates of young women. U.S. state
 law changes during the late 1960s and 1970s, which altered the age at which a minor could
 legally gain access to abortion and/or to the Pill, are used to construct new policy variables
 that measure abortion and oral contraceptive access differently by single year of age. When
 performing policy analysis, ignoring other factors that may be correlated with the policy
 change (such as state-specific trends) could bias estimates. To mitigate this potential source
 of bias, unrestricted, state-year fixed effects are incorporated into the model. Overall, the
 results show that laws that increased minors' access to abortion in the 1960s and 1970s
 had a larger impact on minors' birthrates than laws that increased oral contraceptive ac
 cess. The changes in minors' abortion and oral contraceptive access brought about by the
 changes in state and national laws in the late 1960s and early 1970s altered the costs that
 young women faced when making fertility decisions. Taken together, results presented in
 this article indicate that abortion access has a slightly larger estimated impact on birthrates
 than oral contraceptive access; that the magnitude of these results are meaningful; and that
 the group most affected by these changes are unmarried women experiencing a first birth.
 Although historical, the results in this article can inform contemporary debate on minors'
 access to reproductive control.
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Roe v Wade and American Fertility

Phillip B. Levine, PhD, Douglas Staigei; PhD, Thomas J. Kane, PhD, and
David J. Zimnmerman, PhD

January 1998 marked the 25th anniver-
sary of the Supreme Court decision in Roe v
Wade (410 US 113) that legalized abortion
nationwide. Since that decision, abortion
policy has remained one of the most con-
tentious of issues in American politics; as
recently as 1992, the Supreme Court came
within 1 vote of reversing the Roe decision
(Planned Parenthood ofSoutheastern Penn-
sylvania v Casey, 505 US 833).' Although
positions are largely developed on philo-
sophical and moral grounds, the empirical
magnitude of the effect of legal access to
abortion is both important and rarely studied.
Our purpose in this article is to estimate the
effects of abortion legalization on fertility
rates in the United States.

Surprisingly, little research has looked
directly at the impact of Roe v Wade on
births. The work that has been done has
focused on the experience in those states that
legalized abortion prior to Roe.2 7 However,
the experience of these states may result in a
misleading impression of the impact of Roe
for several reasons. First, since abortion was
already effectively legalized in a handful of
states, the effect of Roe may have been less
pronounced than the effect of initial legaliza-
tion because many women were already
traveling across state lines to receive abor-
tions."89 Second, women in states where
abortion was not legalized until the 1973
court decision may have been less likely to
make use of abortion services, even if they
were available, than women in states that
chose to legalize abortion earlier. Third,
many of the evaluations of legalization sim-
ply compared birth rates before and after
legalization, thereby conflating the effect of
abortion legalization with ongoing declines
in fertility around that time that may have
been attributable to changes in the availabil-
ity of contraception, shifts in social attitudes,
improved labor market opportunities for
women, and the like.

In this study, we applied quasi-experi-
mental methods to estimate the effects of ini-
tial abortion legalization in a handful of states
and the later Roe v Wade decision that legal-
ized abortion nationwide. We used variation
in the timing of abortion liberalization across
states to create (pseudo) control and treat-
ment groups and compare birth data between
groups. Our findings indicate that states that
legalized abortion prior to the 1973 Roe v
Wade Supreme Court ruling experienced a
4% decline in fertility rates relative to other
states. Following the Roe decision, fertility
rates in these other states fell by a similar
magnitude relative to fertility rates in states
that had legalized abortion earlier. The rela-
tive reductions in births to teens, women
more than 35 years of age, non-White
women, and unmarried women were consid-
erably larger. In addition, we found that travel
between states to obtain an abortion was sig-
nificant. Estimates obtained from compar-
isons between early repeal states and distant
states (where travel to obtain an abortion was
least likely) indicate that abortion legalization
reduced births by 11%. These ftndings imply
that a nationwide prohibition of abortion
would have a considerably larger impact on
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births than would a repeal of Roe v Wade in
which abortion remained legal in a handful of
states.

Data and Methods

We used the legislative history of abor-
tion legalization across states (summarized
in Levine et al.10) to identify the effects of
policy changes on fertility rates. Before
1967, abortion was illegal nationwide except
when necessary to save the life of the
mother. Between 1967 and 1970, 12 states
implemented modest reforms legalizing
abortions under special circumstances such
as rape or incest. Abortion was fully legal-
ized in 4 states (New York, Washington,
Alaska, and Hawaii) in 1970 and became
widely available in Califomia at about that
time after a 1969 state supreme court rul-
ing."9 Following the 1973 US Supreme
Court decision in Roe v Wade, abortion
became legal in all states.

This legislative history enabled us to
categorize states by abortion legality in dif-
ferent years and provided the means to esti-
mate the nationwide impact of legalization.
We used a quasi-experimental design and
analyzed 3 different quasi-experiments. First,
the effects of changes in state abortion laws
prior to Roe were identified through compar-
ison of fertility rates in these states before
and after these changes with fertility rates in
states where the legal status of abortion was
unaltered before 1973. Second, in 1973 the
effect of Roe v Wade was identified through
comparison of fertility rates after 1973 in
states that had not previously legalized abor-
tion with fertility rates in states that had
legalized earlier. In our empirical specifica-
tions, we also estimated whether this effect
took place immediately or gradually.

The results of these analyses may under-
state the impact of abortion legalization if,
prior to the Roe decision, birth rates fell in all
states as women traveled to early legalization
states to have an abortion. Therefore, we con-
sidered a third quasi-experiment comparing
fertility rates in states that legalized abortion
before 1973 with rates in other states that var-
ied by their distance to a legalization state.
Since women could travel to a state where
abortion was legal (and were more likely to
do so if they were closer), such comparisons
allowed us to address the extent to which fer-
tility rates in the control group states also
declined. Among states that had not legalized
abortion before 1973, we calculated whether
the state was within 250 miles of, within 250
to 750 miles of, or more than 750 miles from
a repeal state. These distances were chosen to
roughly divide control group states into

thirds, but one could interpret them according
to the length oftime it might take to drive to a
repeal state (a half day or less, 1 day or less,
or more than 1 day).

Within this quasi-experimental frame-
work, we used regression analysis to estimate
the differences in log fertility rates (the num-
ber of births observed per 1000 women of
childbearing age) between groups of states
following liberalization and whether these
differences dissipated after abortion was
legalized in all states in 1973. These regres-
sions controlled for factors that could influ-
ence fertility, including demographic charac-
teristics, the socioeconomic environment,
state-specific indicator variables (to control
for time-invariant differences in birth rates
across states), year indicator variables (to
control for national trends in birth rates), and
interaction terms between state-specific indi-
cators and a linear time trend (to control for
differences in linear trends in birth rates
across states). We also estimated comparable
models for subgroups of women differing in
terms of age, race, and marital status. Regres-
sions were weighted by state population and
involved more than 800 observations.

Most of the birth data for this analysis
were obtained from Vital Statistics of the
United States." Fertility rates for each group
were calculated via population estimates
obtained from the US Bureau of the Census.
We also used the 1980 census to estimate fer-
tility rates by marital status. Using vital statis-
tics data for this purpose was not possible,
because administrative birth records in Cali-
fomia and New York did not include marital
status at that time. From the census data, we
identified a "nonmarital" birth as one in which
the child was bom before the mother's first
marriage. In comparison with the available
data from Vital Statistics ofthe United States,
these census estimates tend to understate the
number of nonmantal births, particularly later
in the sample period. Although they represent
the best available data, some caution should
be used in interpreting the results.

Results

Nationwide Patterns

Figure 1 displays the difference in fertil-
ity rates between repeal states and states with
no law change. The pattem shows that differ-
ences were roughly constant through 1970. A
sharp drop of about 6% observed in 1971
remained through 1973, indicating that fertil-
ity rates fell in repeal states relative to states
with no law change during this period.
Through 1974/75, the difference narrowed,
and beginning in 1976 there were few differ-

ences between the states. The relative decline
in fertility rates in repeal states occurred in
exactly the years in which abortion was legal
only in repeal states. The partial rebound in
1974/75 may indicate that abortion access in
states affected by Roe v Wade increased less
quickly following this decision relative to the
rapid introduction of abortion services in
repeal states in 1970. (A corresponding figure
for reform states vs states with no legal
changes showed no obvious difference in fer-
tility rates over time and for purposes of
brevity is not displayed here.)

Regression results are reported in Table 1,
where the dependent variable is the log fertil-
ity rate. The coefficients shown are for a
series of dummy variables indicating whether
the state was a repeal or reform state during
the years of abortion liberalization before Roe
(e.g., 1971-1973 in repeal states), in one of
the years immediately following Roe
(1974/75), or in a later year (1976-1980). The
omitted category is that comprising states
with no law change prior to Roe; thus, all esti-
mates are relative to these states.

The results reported in Table 1 indicate
that abortion legalization had an effect on fer-
tility rates among all women. Overall, births in
repeal states fell by 4% relative to states with
no law change between 1971 and 1973. No
statistically significant difference in births
between the 2 sets of states was observed in
1974/75 or from 1976 to 1980. In addition,
these results provide no evidence that modest
abortion reforms reduced birth rates, since the
estimated differences between fertility rates in
reform states and states with no law change
were small in magnitude and imply that, if
anything, modest reforms were associated
with increased birth rates.

Table 1 also reports estimates from simi-
lar models for fertility among women in dif-
ferent population subgroups. Results indicate
that abortion legalization reduced the relative
fertility rates of teens and women 35 years of
age and older by 12% and 8%, respectively,
but only by 2% for women between 20 and 34
years of age. Estimates show that births to
non-White women in repeal states (vs states
with no law change) fell by 12% just follow-
ing repeal, more than 3 times the effect on
White women's fertility. Nonmarital births fell
by almost twice the rate of marital births
(5.5% [significant at the 10% level] vs 3.1%)
in repeal states between 1971 and 1973 rela-
tive to states with no law change. All of these
differences disappeared in the years following
Roe v Wade.

Geographic Patterns

If women traveled to repeal states, the
relative decline in fertility in repeal states

February 1999, Vol. 89, No. 2
200 American Journal of Public Health



Roe v Wade

would understate the true effect of abortion
legalization. To examine this hypothesis, we
estimated models (see Table 2) analogous to
those reported in Table 1, except that sepa-

rate regressions were used, each including
repeal states and one subgroup of nonrepeal
states (including reform states) varying in
their distance to a repeal state. Coefficient
estimates represent the difference in birth
rates between repeal states and nearby (less
than 250 miles from a repeal state), middle-
distance (between 250 and 750 miles), and
distant (greater than 750 miles) nonrepeal
states in the 3 time periods considered here.
If travel occurred, then the relative decline in
births in repeal states should be greater when

compared with distant nonrepeal states than
when compared with those less distant.

The results indicate that travel between
states to obtain abortions was important.
Births in repeal states fell by almost 11% rel-
ative to births in nonrepeal states more than
750 miles away but only by 4.5% relative to
births in states less than 250 miles away and
those in states between 250 and 750 miles
away. Although not reported here, similar
evidence was obtained indicating that travel
was roughly equally common across all age

groups, including teens. Assuming that no

travel took place from distant states, these
estimates for all births indicate that abortion
legalization in New York, Califomia, and a

few other states in 1970 reduced the fertility
rate in these states by almost 11%. The Roe v

Wade decision had a similar effect on births
in this group of distant states in the years fol-
lowing 1973.

These estimates can also be used to
examine the extent to which birth rates fell
between 1971 and 1973 in nonrepeal states as

the result of travel to repeal states to obtain an
abortion. To do so, we again assumed that
women in states more than 750 miles away

from repeal states did not travel to obtain
abortions. Then the difference between the
estimated reduction in birth rates in repeal
states relative to that in states less than 250
miles away and states more than 750 miles
away (6.32%) represents the extent to which
births fell in the closest nonrepeal states
owing to travel. A similar exercise for nonre-

peal states between 250 and 750 miles away

indicated that birth rates fell in those states by
6.25%. Taking a weighted average of all
women by their distance from a repeal state,
these estimates imply that travel to obtain an

abortion led to a 4.5% decline in births to
women in all nonrepeal states following
legalization of abortion in repeal states.

Another interesting pattem in the results
reported in Table 2 involves the rate at which
the difference in fertility rates converged
between early legalization states and states
legalizing in 1973. In the set of states closest
to early legalization states, there was no sta-
tistically significant difference in fertility
rates as of the 1974/75 period. In the set of
states farthest from early legalization states, a

smaller but still statistically significant differ-
ence in fertility rates was observed during the
1974/75 period before convergence was

observed by the 1976 to 1980 period. This
pattem is consistent with slower growth in
abortion access in these states. As reported in
Table 3, states farther from repeal states still
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FIGURE 1-Normalized percentage differences in birth rates between repeal
states and states with no law change (percentage differences were
normalized to equal zero in 1970).

TABLE 1-Effect of Abortion Legislation on Birth Rates

Coefficient (x 100) (SE)

All Women of Age, y Race Marital Status
Type of State Childbearng Age 15-19 20-34 35-44 White Non-White Nonmarried Married

Repeal
1971-1973 -4.13 (0.81) -12.08 (1.18) -2.05 (0.79) -7.86 (1.38) -3.38 (0.90) -11.63 (1.53) -5.49 (3.12) -3.05 (1.12)
1974/75 -0.14 (1.16) -9.40 (1.68) 2.23 (1.13) -1.64 (2.00) -0.06 (1.30) -3.16 (2.15) 4.90 (4.55) -0.80 (1.71)
1976-1980 2.31 (1.60) -4.25 (2.33) 3.74 (1.56) 3.65 (2.76) 2.49 (1.78) 4.91 (3.03) 8.23 (6.17) 2.59 (2.32)

Reform
Enactment-1 973 1.59 (0.51) 1.39 (0.72) 1.50 (0.50) 0.28 (0.88) 2.60 (0.57) -2.21 (0.98) -0.75 (1.85) 1.85 (0.70)
1974/75 1.59 (0.85) 1.33 (1.20) 1.44 (0.82) 1.56 (1.51) 1.82 (0.96) 1.93 (1.54) 1.24 (3.11) 0.95 (1.17)
1976-1980 0.14 (0.85) 0.06 (1.21) 0.66 (0.82) 3.95 (1.52) -1.02 (0.96) 0.50 (1.57) 1.95 (3.09) -1.09 (1.16)

Note. Dependent variables in these models were the natural logarithms of birth rates; thus, all coefficients can be interpreted as percentage
changes. All specifications included the following control variables: share of women aged 15 to 19, 20 to 24, and 25 to 34 among women of
childbearing age; share of state population that was non-White; per capita income; crime rate; insured unemployment rate; state and year
fixed effects; and state-specific trends. Coefficients for repeal and reform state variables were estimated relative to states with no legislative
change in abortion policies.
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TABLE 2-Effect of Abortion Legislation on Birth Rates, by Year and Distance
From Repeal State

Coefficient (x 100) (SE)
Distance Less Distance Between Distance Greater

Year of Repeal Than 250 Miles 250 and 750 Miles Than 750 Miles

1971-1973 -4.45 (0.82) -4.52 (1.04) -10.77 (1.34)
1974/75 -1.70 (1.20) -0.63 (1.44) -5.50 (1.72)
1976-1980 -0.59 (1.64) 2.05 (1.94) -0.60 (2.22)

Note. Dependent variables in these models were the natural logarithms of birth rates; thus,
all coefficients can be interpreted as percentage changes. All specifications included the
following control variables: share of women aged 15 to 19, 20 to 24, and 25 to 34 among
women of childbearing age; share of state population that was non-White; per capita
income; crime rate; insured unemployment rate; state and year fixed effects; and state-
specific trends. Coefficients for repeal state variables were estimated relative to
nonrepeal states, including those that instituted modest abortion reforms.

had lower abortion rates in 1976, along with
a lower percentage of women in counties
with abortion providers and a much larger
fiaction ofwomen living more than 50 miles
from the nearest abortion provider.

Discussion

What do these results reveal about the
potential effects on birth rates ifRoe v Wade
were ever to be overturned? The answer
depends on the uniformity of the ban on
abortions across states. If Roe were sup-
planted by a constitutional amendment out-
lawing abortion nationwide, we might
expect an 11% rise in fertility rates based on
the experience of the early 1970s. Applying
this estimate to the current level of births
(roughly 4 million per year), we estimate that
a complete recriminalization of abortion
would result in perhaps as many as 440 000
additional births per year.

On the other hand, the effect might be
considerably smaller if a future Supreme

Court decision returned to states the author-
ity to determine the legality of abortion. The
increase in births would then depend on the
number of states in which abortion remained
legal and their geographic distribution (cur-
rently, 13 states have laws on the books to
recriminalize abortion ifRoe v Wade is over-
turned'2). If the 5 repeal states were to main-
tain the legality of abortion, then our find-
ings indicate that birth rates might still
increase by perhaps 4.5% in the remaining
states that recriminalize abortion. This would
result in an increase in births on the order of
135 000 per year (4.5% of the roughly 3 mil-
lion births in those states that recriminalize).
If more states were to keep abortion legal,
the effect on births probably would be
smaller since interstate travel to obtain abor-
tions would increase.

While our results provide a useful
frame of reference, they have important limi-
tations. Changes since 1973 in contraceptive
technology, employment opportunities for
women, social attitudes, and other factors
have altered the environment in which fertil-

ity decisions are made. Moreover, a com-
plete evaluation of the impact of overtumrning
Roe v Wade would require consideration of
other social, health, and demographic effects.
Nevertheless, our results suggest that if Roe
v Wade were overturned today, one of the
effects would be a substantial rise in Ameri-
can fertility. D
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BRIEF REPORT: IL ABORTION STATS

Illinois Abortion Update, May  2023 

Providers in Illinois are averaging a monthly increase of 1,140 abortions in a post-

Dobbs environment. Illinois is currently the state experiencing the second highest

increase in abortion care. This number will likely heighten, as Florida and North

Carolina, increase abortion restrictions. Currently, Florida has a 15 week ban and

while legal until 20 weeks in North Carolina, new laws are currently being litigated

which could reduce access. 

 

Madeline Quasebarth, MA, MHS  mquasebarth@bsd.uchicago.edu 

Lee Hasselbacher, JD lhasselbacher@bsd.uchicago.edu

As the legal status of abortion in neighboring states continue to change, more

people will travel to Illinois for care. For example, Indiana, where abortion is

currently legal but has had short term bans, has seen a 50% reduction in people

seeking abortion in Indiana. Most likely people from Indiana seeking abortion care

are travelling to neighboring states like Illinois to now receive care.

As demonstrated in the graph

to the right, Illinois has been

experiencing a steady increase

in number of abortions after

the Dobbs ruling in June 2022.

In states like Ohio, which the

policy around the legality and

accessibly of abortion has

been tumultuous, the number

of abortions provided was just

reaching pre-Dobbs  numbers

in December 2022. Similarly,

Indiana has seen a steady

decrease of number of

abortions provided in state,

which may be contributed to

both the required waiting

period and the changing state

policies around abortion

legality. 



BRIEF REPORT: IL ABORTION STATS

Midwest, Young People, and Abortion Access

The landscape remains heavily regulated for those under the age of 18 seeking

abortion care in the Midwest. While Illinois repealed required parental notification

in 2021, Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Iowa all require either parental consent or

notification for minors seeking abortion care within their state. This leaves young

people in a particularly vulnerable position in the Midwest, as they can only travel

to Minnesota or Illinois - or go through the judicial bypass process - to access

abortion care without parental notification.  

Madeline Quasebarth, MA, MHS  mquasebarth@bsd.uchicago.edu 
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Post-Dobbs: Planned Parenthood Sees 
700% Increase in Abortion Patients 
Traveling to Illinois From Outside the Bi-
State Region for Care 
Contact: Julie Lynn, media@ppslr.org 

For Immediate Release: June 23, 2023 (Updated: June 23, 2023, 6 a.m.) 

ST. LOUIS — In the 11 months after Roe v. Wade was overturned, 
Reproductive Health Services of Planned Parenthood of the St. Louis 
Region’s health center in Fairview Heights, Illinois, saw a 35 percent 
increase in total abortion patients. More than 40 percent of abortion 
patients — a 700 percent increase — traveled to Illinois from outside 
of the bi-state region of Missouri and Illinois. Among the many harms 
created by abortion bans, patients are experiencing delays in care due 
to increased hurdles like travel, child care, taking time off work, 
resources, and limited provider availability. These delays are causing 
patients to seek care later than they’d like; patients seeking care later 
in pregnancy have increased 32 percent at the Southern Illinois health 
center. 
 
Planned Parenthood anticipated the increased demand due to the 
Dobbs decision when it opened the Regional Logistics Center (RLC), 
a first-of-its-kind patient navigation center and partnership with Hope 
Clinic, which opened in January 2022. Through the RLC, Planned 
Parenthood has provided nearly $850,000 in travel and lodging 
assistance for patients coming to the Fairview Heights health center 
and Hope Clinic, an independent provider. More than 90 percent of 
funds were disbursed after the Dobbs ruling. Additionally, nearly three 
million dollars in assistance from abortion funds nationwide have been 
used to navigate more than 7,000 patients seeking care in Southern 
Illinois, as well as to help cover the costs of the procedure. 
 
 



Statement from Yamelsie Rodriguez, president and CEO of 
Reproductive Health Services of Planned Parenthood of the St. 
Louis Region: 

“We’ve been helping Missourians access abortion in Southern Illinois 
since long before Roe was overturned. And since Dobbs, we have 
expanded our capacity, resources, and footprint to help patients from 
all over the country, but mostly from the South, who are fleeing their 
home states in search of health care. Our years of navigating cruel 
and medically unnecessary abortion restrictions in Missouri prepared 
us for this national public health crisis. We will not back down from this 
fight; we’ll continue to do all we can to serve our patients who are 
bearing the brunt of this dark moment.  
 
“I’ve never been more proud to work with a team that centers patient 
access with every decision; while we work to ensure people can get 
care today, we’re also planning for a future where everyone has the 
bodily autonomy they deserve. The Roe framework was a model that 
started with compromises against some bodies and ended in bans 
against all of our bodies. This anniversary is another reminder that we 
must learn and do better. We must commit to building a future with 
abortion equity front and center. This means not just securing rights or 
access on paper, but ensuring meaningful access for all people.” 

The vast majority of patients coming from outside the bi-state region 
are coming from the South, where abortion is uniformly banned or 
restricted; the Fairview Heights health center is a critical access point 
for much of the South. This health center is the closest or most 
accessible provider for many places in Southern states that have 
banned abortion; while there may be closer providers in other states, 
due to restrictions and increased wait times, Southern Illinois 
providers may be a patient’s best option. 
 
Data points, adaptations, and innovations from the past 11 months: 

 Procedural abortion increased by 57 percent while abortions 14 
weeks or later increased by 32 percent 



 Medication abortion increased by 21 percent, making up 56 
percent of all abortion appointments  

 Patients are traveling to Illinois from 29 states (including 
Missouri), making up 85 percent of all abortion patients   

 Vasectomy appointments increased by 97 percent 
 Announced the first Planned Parenthood mobile abortion clinic 
 Expanded hours to six days a week and 10 hours a day 

 
In order to meet the increased patient demand, Planned Parenthood 
advocated strongly for Illinois legislation to expand the pool of abortion 
providers to include advanced practice clinicians (such as nurse 
practitioners and physician assistants). Thanks to Senator Celina 
Villanueva’s and Representative Kelly Cassidy’s leadership, House 
Bill 4664 passed the General Assembly and was quickly signed into 
law by Governor J.B. Pritzker. One month after the bill became law, 
Planned Parenthood celebrated the first procedural abortion provided 
by an APC in Illinois.  
 
Planned Parenthood continues to work with advocates and providers 
with a patient-centered approach, grounded in their experience of 
providing abortions in a hostile state, to build abortion access that is 
available for everyone who needs it no matter their identity, insurance 
status, or zip code. 

### 

Reproductive Health Services of Planned Parenthood of the St. Louis 
Region provides options counseling, pregnancy testing, abortion care, 
and other reproductive services for thousands of people in Illinois and 

across the region each year. Our highly-trained physicians and 
medical staff provide expert care in a supportive setting, no matter 

what. Patients can make an appointment online 
at plannedparenthood.org/health-center, or by phone at 618-277-

6668. 
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Republicans look to end Florida’s abortion-haven legacy 
Florida’s proposal signals that the battle over reproductive rights will continue long after the Supreme 
Court’s decision. 

By AREK SARKISSIAN 
03/12/2023 07:00 AM EDT 
TALLAHASSEE, Fla. — Thousands of people have traveled to Florida from as far away as Texas to end 
their pregnancies since the Supreme Court dismantled Roe v. Wade in June — and Republicans want to 
put a stop to it. 

Florida Republicans, who hold supermajorities in the Legislature, proposed a ban last week on abortions 
after six weeks of pregnancy — or two weeks after someone misses their period — and with Gov. Ron 
DeSantis’ support, passage is almost guaranteed. 

Abortion providers and Democrats are reeling over the proposed ban and what it means for people in 
Florida and those who travel to the Sunshine State specifically to get abortions. In the wake of the 
Supreme Court’s decision, roughly 4,000 people traveled to Florida for the procedure, including from 
Texas and Alabama, where abortion is outlawed at any stage of pregnancy with some narrow exceptions 
when a patient’s life is in danger. 

“We’re talking about thousands of people whose care will be delayed or new travel plans have to be 
made,” Florida Rep. Anna Eskamani, a Democrat who previously worked at Planned Parenthood, said. “It 
shows this is truly a bill to be cruel just to be cruel.” 

Florida last year banned people from getting abortions after 15 weeks of pregnancy, with no exceptions 
for victims of rape or incest. But that law is still much less restrictive than other states across the South. 

Florida’s proposal signals that the battle over reproductive rights will continue long after the high court’s 
decision and will be a major factor in the 2024 election cycle, especially as DeSantis eyes a likely 
presidential bid. DeSantis’ support for the bill shows he’s eager to continue courting the right wing of 
the GOP, regardless of how further restricting abortion will be received during a general election. 

But Florida’s legislation also highlights how a network of providers in the state, who created an 
infrastructure to help patients from Georgia, Mississippi and elsewhere get abortions in the state, will 
need to change tactics if the six-week ban is approved. 

Monthly reports obtained from the Florida Agency for Health Care Administration show that 6,708 
people came from outside the state to get an abortion last year, a more than 37 percent increase 
compared to 2021. The sharpest increase in visitors began after the Supreme Court ruling was handed 
down. There were 3,917 out-of-state abortions last year between June 1 and Dec. 31, a more than 140-
percent increase compared to the same time period in 2021. 

More than 82,000 people total received abortions in 2022. 

Clara Trullenque, a spokesperson for Planned Parenthood of South, East and North Florida, said 
caseloads at clinics along the state’s northern border quadrupled after the high court ruling. 

https://www.politico.com/staff/arek-sarkissian


“Our health centers in Tallahassee and Jacksonville receive more patients from other states where 
abortion access is even more restricted than it is in Florida,” Trullenque said in an email. “We are 
continuing to hire additional staff, extend hours and make every accommodation we can to ensure we 
can serve all of our patients.” 

Amber Gavin, a vice president for A Woman’s Choice, an abortion clinic in Jacksonville, Fla., said a 
patchwork of national funding organizations, regional abortion support groups and local clinics emerged 
to help manage the skyrocketing number of patients. 

“We’re working really closely with local and national abortion funds to make sure people who reach out 
to us can get care they need and that we get the care we need,” Gavin said. “There’s specialized funding 
to make sure they are able to get the funds to get their care.” 

A Woman’s Choice’s clinic also provides information to patients from outside Florida who are looking to 
the Sunshine State for help. Its website states: “Need Help? We help with feeds, travel, and more. We 
provide abortion care from everywhere. In fact, your abortion could be fully covered if your State has 
banned or Severely Restricted Abortion Care, including: AL, AK, GA, KY, LA, MS, MO, OK, TN, and WV.” 

Another complication is Florida’s 24-hour wait period law. A state circuit court ruling threw out a lawsuit 
challenging a requirement that people wait a day between an initial clinic visit and receiving an abortion. 
Gavin said that rule requires most out-of-state patients to make a two-day trip to Florida, and the 
subsequent costs of airfare, lodging, and child care quickly pile up. 

 “It’s already a barrier to have to come here,” Gavin said. “We’re talking about folks who are having to 
take off one to two days at work, the cost of travel and lodging.” 

Data provided by AHCA, the state health agency, shows that most people who came to the state for an 
abortion over the past few years hailed from Alabama and Georgia but the number of clinics in North 
Florida has since dropped. In May of last year, AHCA shut down the only clinic in Pensacola after at least 
three patients suffered complications that were investigated for malpractice. With the Pensacola clinic 
closed, people were forced to seek access in already overwhelmed offices in Tallahassee and 
Jacksonville. 
 

“They’ve just been coming from all over,” Gavin said. 

The June Supreme Court ruling that led to the explosion of out-of-state visitors prompted regional 
support and logistics organizations, such as the Atlanta-based ARC Southeast, to reallocate the dollars it 
receives from much larger abortion fundraising groups to switch from covering doctor’s bills to paying 
for travel and lodging. 

ARC Southeast Healthline Manager Elsie Vazquez said before the Roe ruling, only a small fraction of the 
money her group received went to those logistical costs. Now, at least half of that money goes toward 
those ancillary costs, which she called “practical support.” 

“Due to the bans in many of the [southeast] states, hundreds of folks are having to travel long distances 
to get care,” Vazquez said. “And it’s one of the biggest barriers they face apart from paying for their 
abortion.” 
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Criminal Justice System 
October 19, 2023 

 

Under current law, there are four felonies related to abortion that exist under Chapter 390. Section 
390.0111, F.S., includes a Level 1, 3rd degree felony for “any person who willfully performs, or actively 
participates in, a termination of pregnancy in violation of the requirements of” how pregnancies should 
be terminated, including when it is permitted to terminate a pregnancy after the gestational age of 15 
weeks, and when a partial-birth abortion or experimentation on a fetus are permitted. A Level 4, 2nd 
degree felony is also included for “any person who performs, or actively participates in, a termination of 
pregnancy in violation of this section or s. 390.01112 which results in the death of the woman.” 
Additionally, it includes a Level 1, 3rd degree felony for a person who violates the requirements that an 
infant “born alive during or immediately after an attempted abortion” be treated like “any other child 
born alive in the course of natural birth.” Section 390.01112, F.S., states that “no termination of 
pregnancy shall be performed on any human being if the physician determines that, in reasonable 
medical judgment, the fetus has achieved viability,” with exceptions. Section 390.01114, F.S., includes a 
Level 1, 3rd degree felony for “a physician who intentionally or recklessly performs or induces, or 
attempts to perform or induce, a termination of a pregnancy of a minor without obtaining the required 
consent” from a parent or legal guardian. 

Given the historical data available from the Florida Department of Corrections, there have been 
no commitments to prison for any of the felonies described above—either before or after the 
enactment of the 2022 legislative change to 15 weeks (ch. 2022-69, L.O.F.). It should be noted that the 
15-week language just went into effect last year, and given the time it would take from arrest to 
adjudication, it is likely that few, if any, current or future offenders would have moved through the 
criminal justice system at this point.  



Education Services – October 19, 2023 
 

Florida resident births directly influence the state’s future preschool and school age populations. The 
initial effects of policies that impact birth rates may be seen in the school system beginning three to four 
years following.  The first educational setting that could experience differences would be Florida’s 
Exceptional Student Education programs, including public schools and the Family Empowerment 
Scholarship Program for Students with Unique Abilities. In 2022-23, these two programs for three and 
four year olds with additional needs for learning support served roughly 15% of this age group. The next 
program preschoolers can participate in is Florida’s universal Voluntary Prekindergarten Program (VPK), 
which serves 65.7% of four year olds.  

The full-effect of policies that influence birth rates and their interactions with Florida’s schools would 
begin five to six years following, once students reach the age of compulsory education. Florida’s school 
choice landscape would result in the effects of the policies being felt across public, private, and home 
education settings beginning in Kindergarten. Once students are eligible for Kindergarten, impacts are 
cumulative – stretching across 13 grades from Kindergarten to 12th grade. After 18 years of policy 
change, all 15 years of education across three settings (public, private, and home), two key scholarship 
programs (Family Empowerment Scholarship and Florida Tax Credit Scholarship programs) and five 
major funding programs (Florida Education Finance Program, VPK within the General Appropriations 
Act, Florida Tax Credit Scholarship Program, Hope Scholarship Program, and Sales Tax Credit Scholarship 
Program) would ultimately feel the full effect of policies influencing birth rates.  

In 2023-24, the typical VPK cost is $2,839 per student. As of July 2023, the 2023-24 statewide funds per 
unweighted PreK-12 FTE was $8,667.66, with average scholarship amounts ranging from $7,800 for a 
private school scholarship to $10,900 for a unique abilities scholarship. Further, costs across the public 
school setting and scholarship programs depends on the grade, level of needs, and residence of each 
student.  

 

 

 



 

FY2022-23 FY2023-24 FY2024-25 FY2025-26 FY2026-27 FY2027-28 FY2028-29
SE* Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

4/14/2023 8/7/2023 8/7/2023 8/7/2023 8/7/2023 8/7/2023 8/7/2023
- 3 - - 4 - - 5 - - 6 - - 7 - - 8 - - 9 -

Total PreK-12 FEFP FTE (Excl. Scholarships) 2,832,245.68 2,867,519.67 2,871,839.55 2,872,278.24 2,861,645.30 2,862,122.51 2,865,228.89

Family Empowerment Scholarship (FES) 155,183 219,790 274,265 324,878 364,761 402,109 437,073
FES-Education Opportunity (EO) 87,402 126,433 156,128 181,194 195,326 206,443 214,744
FES-Unique Ability (UA) 67,781 93,357 118,137 143,684 169,435 195,666 222,329

Florida Tax Credit Scholarship (FTC) 94,518 134,891 114,576 101,721 100,377 99,111 97,840

FY2022-23 through FY2028-29 Unweighted FTE and Scholarship Forecast

* 2022-23 SE = recalibrated survey 3 (February 2023) data excluding scholarship FTE, with adjustments to reflect 
scholarship payment data



Health and Human Services – October 19, 2023 

Florida offers a wide range of social services to support residents with medical, food, and cash 
assistance. While there are programs that are purely federally funded, many programs use a mix of state 
and federal funding. The Medicaid Program provides medical assistance to individuals and families to 
cover or assist in the cost of services that are medically necessary. The Temporary Cash Assistance 
program provides financial assistance to pregnant women in their third trimester and families with 
dependent children to assist in the payment of rent, utilities and other household expenses. As many of 
these programs serve children as well as new or expecting mothers, any changes in Florida resident 
births affect the number of people potentially eligible for these various social services for both the 
birthed and the birthing.  

For children in Florida needing medical assistance, the state offers Medicaid and Kidcare (Title XXI 
Children’s Health Program—CHIP). Children from birth until their first birthday are eligible for Medicaid 
if their household income is below 200 percent of the federal poverty level. After their first birthday, the 
household income threshold against FPL drops to 133 percent to remain Medicaid eligible up until their 
nineteenth birthday (there are special programs for those 19 and 20 years old based on a fixed income 
dollar amount). If their household income is above 133 percent but below 300 percent of FPL, they are 
eligible for Medikids Title XXI. If their income is above 300 percent, they are eligible for Medikids Full 
Pay. Eligibility for both Medikids programs covers the child until his or her fifth birthday.  From ages 5 to 
18 years old, under the same FPL thresholds, the child is eligible for Florida Healthy Kids Title XXI or Full 
Pay. If a child is income eligible and has special healthcare needs that require extensive preventive and 
ongoing care, he or she is eligible for the Children’s Medical Services health plan (CMS). 

 

Florida Medicaid and CHIP Income Requirements (Children) 
Medicaid   

Children Under Age 1 200% FPL 
Children ages 1 through 18 133% FPL 
Parents, Caretakers, Children ages 19-20 Fixed dollar amount 

    
Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP)   

Medikids (Ages 1-4)   
Title XXI 133% up to 300% 
Full Pay 300% 

Florida Healthy Kids (Ages 5-18)   
Title XXI 133% up to 300% 
Full Pay 300% 

CMS 133% up to 300% 
 

With coverage beginning as early as birth, the effects of any changes to the birth rate can be cumulative 
and varying. Medicaid covers almost half the births (45.47% CY 2021) in the state. They maintain that 
coverage until first birthday when their eligibility is reassessed. Many remain on Medicaid, move to a 
CHIP program, or are able to find health insurance elsewhere.  As of August 2023, 47.4 percent 
(2,490,633) the 5.3 million Medicaid enrollees were under the age of 18 with ages from 0 to five years 
making up approximately 33 percent of the total under 18. CHIP covers a further 138,293 children under 
the age of 18 with Medikids covering 12,281, Healthy Kids covering 118,281 and CMS covering 7,731. 
The federal Public Health Emergency significantly affected enrollment. The tables below show current 



enrollment as of August 2023 and December 2019, the month before the PHE retroactively went into 
effect (the PHE began in March 2020 but continuous enrollment was retroactive to January 1, 2020).  

Florida Medicaid Enrollment by Age Group and Date 
  8/31/2023 12/31/2019 
Group Enrolled % of Total Enrolled % of Total 
Ages 0-5                827,024  15.7%                769,120  19.9% 
Ages 6 -10                661,289  12.6%                543,814  14.1% 
Ages 11-18             1,002,320  19.1%                770,549  19.9% 
Total 0-18             2,490,633  47.4%             2,083,483  53.9% 
Total             5,254,460  100.0%             3,868,723  100.0% 

 

Florida Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP) Enrollment by Age Group and Date 
  MK XXI  MK Full Pay HK XXI  HK Full pay CMS 

  9/30/2023 
Ages 1-5                   9,014                    3,267                           -                             -                          574  
Ages 6 -10                          -                             -                    28,709                    8,540                    2,458  
Ages 11-18                          -                             -                    67,614                  13,418                    4,699  
  12/31/2019 
Ages 1-5                 31,830                    8,847                           -                             -                      1,196  
Ages 6 -10                          -                             -                    63,334                    6,939                    4,102  
Ages 11-18                          -                             -                 129,784                    9,614                    8,227  

 

While Children under the age of 18 make up almost half the Medicaid enrollees, they account for 
approximately a quarter of the total Medicaid expenditure. In SFY 2021-22, children were 49.06 percent 
of enrollees and 24.5 percent of expenditures. The 2023 Rate Year (October 2022 – September 2023) 
statewide average MMA capitation rate for a child between the age of one month and eleven months 
without a serious mental illness (SMI) was $274.25 per month ($3,291.00 per year). For a similar child 
between a year and 13 years old, that rate was $134.86 per month ($1,618.32 per year).  There are 
circumstances were the expenditure on a child is higher than these statewide averages. Children on the 
CMS plan typically have higher per person per month expenditures, but they account for a small portion 
of the total of children on Medicaid. 

As mentioned above, Medicaid covers a significant number of births in Florida (see table below). With 
this many births being covered, there is also pre- and postnatal public assistance for the mothers. 
Medical assistance for pregnant women is also available through Medicaid through various programs. A 
pregnant woman who is eligible for regular Medicaid (income below 185 percent FPL) for at least one 
month, including a retroactive month, is eligible to receive Medicaid through her pregnancy and until 
the end of the 12th month after the birth (postpartum period).  The family planning waiver program 
covers family planning services to eligible women, ages 14 through 55. Services are provided up to 24 
months. Eligibility is limited to women with family incomes at or below 191 percent of the FPL who have 
lost or are losing Florida Medicaid State Plan eligibility and are not otherwise eligible for Medicaid, 



Children’s Health Insurance Program, or health insurance coverage that provides family planning 
services. 

Recipients losing SOBRA (pregnancy Medicaid) eligibility will have passive enrollment during the first 12 
months of losing Medicaid. Non-SOBRA women will have to actively apply for the first year of benefits at 
their local county health department. All women enrolled in the family planning waiver will have active 
re-determination of eligibility through their local county health department after 12 months of family 
planning waiver eligibility. In order to receive the second year of benefits, recipients must reapply at 
their local county health department. 

As of August 2023, there were 333,510 individuals receiving Medicaid or the Family Planning waiver to 
assist with the pregnancies. Of the total, 150,546 receive Pregnant Women Medicaid and 182,964 utilize 
the Family Planning Waiver. 

 

Florida Births Covered by Medicaid, Percent of Total births 
CY Medicaid Total Rate 

2017 109,225 223,579 48.85% 

2018 106,695 221,508 48.17% 

2019 102,636 220,010 46.65% 

2020 98,018 209,645 46.75% 

2021 98,297 216,189 45.47% 
 

Pregnant Women and Family Planning Enrollment by Program and Date 

  
SOBRA PREGNANT WOMEN UP 
TO 100% FPL 

SOBRA PREGNANT 
WOMEN OVER 100% OF 
FPL UP TO 185% OF FPL 

Family Planning 
Waiver Total 

8/31/2023 114,432 36,043 182,964 333,439 
% of Total 34.32% 10.81% 54.87% 100.00% 
12/31/2019 67,810 19,124 69,250 156,184 
% of Total 43.42% 12.24% 44.34% 100.00% 

 

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families – Temporary Cash Assistance program provides cash 
assistance to families with children under the age of 18 or under age 19 if full time secondary (high 
school) school students. The program helps families become self-supporting while allowing children to 
remain in their own homes. Pregnant women may also receive TCA, either in the third trimester of 
pregnancy if unable to work, or in the 9th month of pregnancy. Eligibility for the TCA programs is similar 
to Medicaid eligibility with a few other technical requirements. Gross income must be less than 185% of 
the Federal Poverty level and countable income cannot be higher than the payment standard for the 
family size. Individuals get a $90 deduction from their gross earned income. Some people must 
participate in work activities unless they meet an exemption. Regional Workforce Boards provide work 
activities and services needed to get or keep a job. Individuals who receive Temporary Cash Assistance 
(TCA) are eligible for Medicaid. Individuals who are eligible for TCA, but choose not to receive it, may still 



be eligible for Medicaid. Florida law creates four categories of families who may be eligible for TANF 
cash assistance.  While many of the basic eligibility requirements apply to all of these categories, there 
are some distinctions between the categories in terms of requirements and restrictions: 

Child-Only Families:  These families include situations where the child is living with a relative or 
situations where a custodial parent is not eligible to be included in the eligibility group.   

Relative Caregiver Program: A specialized program for child-only families where the child has been 
adjudicated dependent due to abuse or neglect and has been placed with a grandparent or other 
relative by the court.  These relatives are eligible for a payment that is higher than the typical child-only 
payment, but less than the payment for licensed foster care 

Single-Family Parents with Children:  Parents with children can receive cash assistance for the parent 
and the children.   

Two-Parent Families with Children:  Are eligible on the same basis as single-parent families except the 
work requirement for two-parent families includes a higher number of hours of participation per week 
(35 hours or 55 hours if childcare is subsidized) than required for single-parent families (30 hours). 

In FY 2022-23, these four programs assisted 67,224 individuals (in FY 2019-20 that number was 61,260). 
Both the Child-Only Families and Relative Caregiver programs have experienced steady declines in terms 
of cases and persons served. The other two programs have seen increases over the last few fiscal years 
that are mostly driven by increased activity among non-citizens seeking assistance.  

TANF Temporary Cash Assistance by Program and Date 
Programs FY 2022-23 FY 2019-20 
Child Only Cases                        13,840                         19,191  
Relative Caregiver                          9,495                         16,461  
Single-Family Parents with Children                        21,613                         22,884  
Unemployed Two-Parent Families with Children Parent                        22,276                           2,723  
Total                        67,224                         61,260 

 

Looking at the age groups served by the TCA programs, ages six and over represent the majority of those 
receiving assistance (approximately 70 percent). Children from birth to 5 years old make up a smaller 
proportion of TCA recipients, but are usually also receiving other forms of public assistance as well. 
While these individuals are treated separately from Medicaid, they are included in the total caseload 
counts reported each month.  

TANF Temporary Cash Assistance by Age and Date 
  9/30/2023 12/31/2019 
  Eligible %total Eligible %total 

Age 0 to 5           12,795  29%          16,014  32% 
Age 6 to 12           18,755  42%          21,137  42% 

Age 13 to 17          13,209  30%          12,989  26% 
Total          44,759  100%          50,140  100% 

 



Revenue Impact from Out-of-State Abortions Occurring in Florida 
October 19, 2023 

 
In the post-Roe landscape, where many states have enacted stricter regulations on abortion, many 
people seeking an abortion are traveling across state lines to get the medical care they want. In 2020, 
approximately 9% of all abortions were obtained by individuals traveling across state lines.1 This 
percentage has increased dramatically. For example, Illinois, where abortion laws are not restrictive, 
reported a 54% increase in abortions in 2022.2 In 2023, in the first six months of the year, Illinois saw 
nearly a 70% increase in abortions when compared to 2020.3 This documented increase in abortion 
travel has been witnessed in several states, including Colorado, Kansas, and New Mexico. 

Geographically, the most restrictive region in the United States is the Southeast. A 2022 study of the 
estimated travel time to the nearest abortion clinic found Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and 
Arkansas to have the longest travel times to the nearest abortion clinic that did post-6 week abortions.4 
For example, the study estimated that the nearest abortion clinic to a Louisiana resident was a 9.61 hour 
drive.5 With its 15-week threshold, Florida should be a prime destination for abortion travel since it is 
located within the Southeast region.  

In 2022, Florida reported 82,581 abortions.6 Of those 82,851 abortions, 6,726 were related to out-of-
state individuals.7 When compared to 2021, total abortions increased by 3%, but out-of-state abortions 
increased by 38%. While this signals that more individuals are traveling to Florida for abortions, the total 
level of out-of-state abortions remains low. In comparison, Florida’s total visitors in 2022 reached 
approximately 137.6 million.8  

For 2023, only nine months of data are currently available. To project the 2023 annual number, the 
growth rate between 2023Q1-Q3 and 2022Q1-Q3 was used to grow the 2022Q4 level, producing an 
estimate for 2023Q4. This estimate was then added to the data for the current year. The results indicate 
a small increase in total abortions (2% percent growth) and a significant increase in out-of-state 
abortions (24% percent growth). Charts and graphs of Florida’s abortion data can be found below.  

 

                                                            
1 https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2022/07/even-roe-was-overturned-nearly-one-10-people-obtaining-
abortion-traveled-across 
2 https://www.wbez.org/stories/illinois-sees-spike-in-abortions-since-roe-v-wade-overturned/c34edc98-9efa-
42bb-acc1-5ac460015948 
3 https://www.npr.org/2023/10/11/1202456541/billboards-supporting-women-seeking-abortions-are-popping-up-
along-i-55-heading 
4 Rader, Benjamin, “Estimated Travel Time and Spatial Access to Abortion Facilities in the US Before and After the 
Dobbs v Jackson Women’s Health  Decision” Published: November 1, 2022. Journal of American Medical 
Association.  
5 Ibid.  
6 https://ahca.myflorida.com/health-care-policy-and-oversight/bureau-of-central-services/frequently-requested- 
data 
7 Ibid 
8 https://www.visitflorida.org/resources/research/research-faq/ 

https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2022/07/even-roe-was-overturned-nearly-one-10-people-obtaining-abortion-traveled-across
https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2022/07/even-roe-was-overturned-nearly-one-10-people-obtaining-abortion-traveled-across
https://www.wbez.org/stories/illinois-sees-spike-in-abortions-since-roe-v-wade-overturned/c34edc98-9efa-42bb-acc1-5ac460015948
https://www.wbez.org/stories/illinois-sees-spike-in-abortions-since-roe-v-wade-overturned/c34edc98-9efa-42bb-acc1-5ac460015948
https://www.npr.org/2023/10/11/1202456541/billboards-supporting-women-seeking-abortions-are-popping-up-along-i-55-heading
https://www.npr.org/2023/10/11/1202456541/billboards-supporting-women-seeking-abortions-are-popping-up-along-i-55-heading
https://ahca.myflorida.com/health-care-policy-and-oversight/bureau-of-central-services/frequently-requested-%20data
https://ahca.myflorida.com/health-care-policy-and-oversight/bureau-of-central-services/frequently-requested-%20data
https://www.visitflorida.org/resources/research/research-faq/
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2017 69,102        - 2,771             -
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2019 71,914        2% 2,256             -15%
2020 74,868        4% 3,988             77%
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"Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion (23-07).”  

Floridians Protecting Freedom’s Submission to the 

Financial Impact Estimating Conference (FIEC) 

October 18, 2023

The Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion would increase access to 

abortion care in Florida. Currently the state has a 15-week ban in effect which is being 

challenged in court. Any day now, the Florida Supreme Court will rule on the constitutionality of 

the 15-week ban. If the Supreme Court upholds the 15-week ban, a 6-week ban will go into 

effect 30 days later. In order to assist the FIEC in assessing fiscal impacts, the Sponsor 

(Floridians Protecting Freedom) is submitting the below materials estimating a net increase in 

revenues/decrease in costs to state and local governments, and discussing the overall impact to 

the state budget, resulting from the proposed initiative.  

Procedural Background: On Sept. 8, 2023, Florida’s Legislative Office of Economic and 

Demographic Research received notification from the Secretary of State that our petition 

initiative had triggered the need for a Financial Estimating Conference (FIEC). 

Ballot Language 

Ballot Title: Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion 

Ballot Summary: No law shall prohibit, penalize, delay, or restrict abortion before viability or 

when necessary to protect the patient’s health, as determined by the patient’s healthcare 

provider. This amendment does not change the Legislature’s constitutional authority to require 

notification to a parent or guardian before a minor has an abortion.  

Full Text of the Proposed Amendment: Limiting government interference with abortion.— 

Except as provided in Article X, Section 22, no law shall prohibit, penalize, delay, or restrict 

abortion before viability or when necessary to protect the patient’s health, as determined by the 

patient’s healthcare provider.  



 

2 

Current Context of Abortion in Florida 

Abortion has been constitutionally protected in Florida under Florida’s state constitution for 

decades. In 1980, the people of Florida amended the state Constitution to add an explicit right of 

privacy. The Florida Supreme Court has repeatedly held that this fundamental right of privacy 

encompasses an individual’s right to make the profoundly personal decision of whether to 

terminate a pregnancy before viability. Despite Florida’s Constitutional protections and decades 

of Florida Supreme Court caselaw, the Florida Legislature in 2022 passed HB 5, criminalizing 

abortions after 15 weeks. This law is currently being challenged in the courts, oral argument has 

been held, and we expect a Florida Supreme Court ruling any day.  

Despite the legal challenge, the 15-week ban has been in effect since July 1, 2022, forcing 

pregnant people in Florida to remain pregnant against their will and suffer risks to their health or 

flee their home state to access the essential abortion care they need.1  

In 2023, the legislature passed a 6-week abortion ban,2 which is a near-total abortion ban. The 6-

week ban is not currently in effect. It will go into effect if the Florida Supreme Court upholds the 

15-week ban.  

Supreme Court Case 

Any day now, the Florida Supreme Court will render a decision on the challenge to the 15-week 

ban. The outcome of that decision will trigger whether a 6-week ban goes into effect within 30 

days of the decision.3  

 
1 Cohen, E., Hassan, C., Musa, A. (May 2, 2023). Florida's new abortion law bans the procedure after 15 weeks of 

pregnancy. CNN. https://www.cnn.com/2023/05/02/health/florida-abortion-term-pregnancy/index.html; Bella, T. 

(February 7, 2023). State of the Union: Abortion in Florida. The Washington Post. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2023/02/07/state-of-union-abortion-florida-anabely-lopes. 
2 Senate Bill 300 (2023). 
3 According to Senate Bill 300 (2023), the 6-week ban “shall take effect 30 days after any one of the following 

occurs”: the Florida Supreme Court holds that the Florida Constitution’s right to privacy does not include a right to 

abortion; the Florida Supreme Court, through a decision in the Planned Parenthood v. State case, allows the 15-

week abortion to remain in effect, including a decision approving, in whole or part, the decision under review or a 

decision discharging jurisdiction; the Florida Constitution is amended to clarify that the right to privacy does not 

include a right to abortion; or the Florida Supreme Court decides, in any case, to recede in whole or in part from 

previous cases determining that there is a state constitutional right to abortion.  

https://www.cnn.com/2023/05/02/health/florida-abortion-term-pregnancy/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2023/05/02/health/florida-abortion-term-pregnancy/index.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2023/02/07/state-of-union-abortion-florida-anabely-lopes
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In effect, the six-week ban will be a near total abortion ban as it bans abortion six weeks after the 

first day of the person’s last menstrual period, which is approximately two weeks after a missed 

period in people with regular menstrual periods of average length. Many people will not even 

know they are pregnant in this short timeframe. For those who realize they are pregnant, they 

will likely be unable to satisfy the state requirement that they have two in-person OB/GYN 

appointments, separated by 24 hours, within this short time frame.   

What the Amendment Will Do 

The Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion will prevent laws that 

prohibit, penalize, delay, or restrict abortion access before viability or when necessary to protect 

patient health, as determined by the patient’s healthcare provider, consistent with protections that 

existed under Roe v. Wade and decades of Florida jurisprudence. This will ensure that pregnant 

patients are able to make the best decisions for themselves and their families, without 

government interference in their personal medical decisions. 

For this reason, it is helpful to compare states with 6-week near total abortion bans to states with 

greater access to abortion. Additionally, it is useful to look at state and local economic vitality 

pre- and post-Roe to understand the economic impact of abortion restrictions. Research on 

abortion-access states as compared to abortion-restricted states is informative.4 

Positive Impacts to State and Local Economies of Ballot Initiative Passage (and Harms to 

State/Local Economies Under Legislatively Adopted Abortion Bans in Absence of Ballot 

Initiative Passage)  

The ballot initiative will ensure that pregnant people are able to determine for themselves, based 

on their own personal circumstances and beliefs, whether and when to have a child, and will 

 
4 Institute for Women's Policy Research (IWPR). Costs of Reproductive Health Restrictions. https://iwpr.org/costs-

of-reproductive-health-restrictions/?location=fl; Joint Economic Committee Democrats. (September 29, 2022). 

States that Most Restrict Access to Abortion Have Worse Economic Conditions for Families. 

https://www.jec.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/democrats/issue-briefs?id=119E736A-0B77-499D-B4CE-

A64C6565F366; Economic Policy Institute (EPI). (January 18, 2023). Economics of Abortion Bans 

https://www.epi.org/publication/economics-of-abortion-bans/; Hoffman, L., et al. (August 25, 2022). State Abortion 

Bans Will Harm Women and Families' Economic Security Across the U.S. Center for American Progress. 

https://www.americanprogress.org/article/state-abortion-bans-will-harm-women-and-families-economic-security-

across-the-us/; Institute for Women's Policy Research (IWPR). (2020). Abortion Access in the United States. 

https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/B379_Abortion-Access_rfinal.pdf. 

https://iwpr.org/costs-of-reproductive-health-restrictions/?location=fl
https://iwpr.org/costs-of-reproductive-health-restrictions/?location=fl
https://www.jec.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/democrats/issue-briefs?id=119E736A-0B77-499D-B4CE-A64C6565F366
https://www.jec.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/democrats/issue-briefs?id=119E736A-0B77-499D-B4CE-A64C6565F366
https://www.epi.org/publication/economics-of-abortion-bans/
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/state-abortion-bans-will-harm-women-and-families-economic-security-across-the-us/
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/state-abortion-bans-will-harm-women-and-families-economic-security-across-the-us/
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ensure that such decisions are made by the pregnant people themselves and not by politicians. 

The initiative will ensure that patients are able to avail themselves of the safest and best-practice 

medical care and that doctors are able to provide their patients with the best medical care based 

on the patient’s medical history and individualized circumstances. 

The amendment will lead to economic growth and positively impact state and local economies 

because it will allow pregnant people to be able to make the best decisions for them and their 

families. When women and all people who can become pregnant are able to make their own 

decisions, based on their own individualized circumstances and their personal assessment of 

whether they are ready, willing and/or able to love, care for, provide for and financially support a 

growing family, state and local economies thrive.5 These impacts are seen in many ways, 

including but not limited to, increased education and workforce participation and thus increased 

revenues, lower costs to the state due to individual financial independence, increased revenue 

due to attracting businesses and employees to the state; increased revenue due to attracting 

students and employees to our institutions of higher education; positive impacts on state and 

local budgets due to freeing up resources that would otherwise need to be spent on enforcement 

of abortion bans (state and local resources spent on surveillance, arrests, prosecution, 

incarceration) and defensive litigation costs.  

Conversely, when pregnant people are forced to carry pregnancies to term against their will 

when they are not ready, willing, and/or able to love, care for, provide for and support a child, 

there will be a host of unintended consequences that negatively impact state and local budgets, as 

well as the financial independence of women and all those who can become pregnant, and their 

families. This will result in increased costs to the state and decreases in revenues as women are 

forced to leave the workforce and families are forced to depend more on state benefits.6 

 
5 Hoffman, et. al., supra at n. 4. 
6 Id. 
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State and Local Impacts 

Public Safety 

The initiative will reduce state and local spending on public safety. Currently, Florida law 

provides that “any person who willfully performs, or actively participates in, a termination of 

pregnancy [after 15 weeks from the first day of the last menstrual period], commits a felony of 

the third degree.” As discussed above, a six-week ban will take effect if the Florida Supreme 

Court upholds the 15-week ban. A felony conviction is punishable by up to five years in prison at 

a cost to the state of approximately $25,000 per year of incarceration.  

If the initiative passes, there will be a cost savings to state and local governments as resources 

and expenditures will not be allocated toward surveilling, arresting, prosecuting, and 

incarcerating medical providers for providing safe abortion healthcare. Additionally, resources 

can be reallocated to other public safety priorities, making our communities safer.   

Because the felony provisions of the 6-week and 15-week bans will not be enforceable if the 

initiative passes, it is likely that fewer people will be caught up in the criminal legal system 

resulting from providing abortion care. Additionally, research has suggested a direct correlation 

between abortion access and decreases in crime, which would have a positive impact on state and 

local budgets.7  

Poverty 

States with greater abortion access have greater opportunity for women, children, and families to 

economically thrive. Conversely, states with the most restricted access have less favorable 

economic conditions for families. Data show that in states with more restrictive abortion laws 

women have lower median earnings and child poverty rates are higher.8 Lower median earnings 

mean that women and families are less able to cover basic necessities like food and childcare, 

and more likely to need access to state- or local-funded support. A 2022 report found that Florida 

 
7 Donohue III, J. J., & Levitt, S. D. (2001). "The Impact of Legalized Abortion on Crime." 

https://pricetheory.uchicago.edu/levitt/Papers/DonohueLevittTheImpactOfLegalized2001.pdf  
8 Joint Economic Committee Democrats, supra at n. 4. 

https://pricetheory.uchicago.edu/levitt/Papers/DonohueLevittTheImpactOfLegalized2001.pdf
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had the third-highest rate in the nation of children living in households struggling to meet basic 

needs.9 

Abortion access lowers the chances of child poverty. A 1997 study found “that the so-called 

marginal child who was not born due to abortion access—and who would have been born absent 

abortion legalization—would have been 40 percent more likely than the average U.S. child at the 

time to live in poverty.”10 In Florida, 32% of women of reproductive age have incomes below 

200% of the federal poverty line.11 

States with greater access to abortion lead to greater economic self-sufficiency and earnings 

capacity for pregnant people and their families. 

In states with greater abortion access, those at or near the poverty line will have increased 

educational and employment opportunities available to them, and thus less need to rely on state 

and local benefits to cover basic necessities. Restrictive abortion laws push those at or near the 

poverty line further into poverty and debt. States with more restrictive abortion laws may see 

greater eviction rates, more reliance on government benefits, increased healthcare costs, 

increased state expenditures on the state foster care system and abuse and neglect enforcement 

actions.12  

There are over 20,000 children in Florida’s foster care system.13 Without this initiative, it is 

likely Florida will see an increase in its foster care system and an increase in child poverty 

generally. This will have impacts on the state budget, state and local expenditures, and state 

social services. 

 
9 Lauren Peace, "Childhood Poverty in Florida Is Far Worse Than Federal Data Show, Report Says," Tampa Bay 

Times (April 19, 2022), https://www.tampabay.com/news/hillsborough/2022/04/19/childhood-poverty-in-florida-is-

far-worse-than-federal-data-show-report-says/.  
10 Hoffman, et. al., supra at n. 4. 
11 Guttmacher Institute. "State Policy Information: Florida - Demographic Information," 

https://states.guttmacher.org/policies/florida/demographic-info.  
12 Caitlin Knowles Myers & Morgan Welch, "What Can Economic Research Tell Us About the Effect of Abortion 

Access on Women’s Lives?" Brookings Institute (November 30, 2021), https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-

can-economic-research-tell-us-about-the-effect-of-abortion-access-on-womens-lives/.  
13 Child Welfare Outcomes Data. Florida. U.S. Office of Administration for Children and Families, Children’s 

Bureau https://cwoutcomes.acf.hhs.gov/cwodatasite/pdf/florida.html  

https://www.tampabay.com/news/hillsborough/2022/04/19/childhood-poverty-in-florida-is-far-worse-than-federal-data-show-report-says/
https://www.tampabay.com/news/hillsborough/2022/04/19/childhood-poverty-in-florida-is-far-worse-than-federal-data-show-report-says/
https://states.guttmacher.org/policies/florida/demographic-info
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-can-economic-research-tell-us-about-the-effect-of-abortion-access-on-womens-lives/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-can-economic-research-tell-us-about-the-effect-of-abortion-access-on-womens-lives/
https://cwoutcomes.acf.hhs.gov/cwodatasite/pdf/florida.html
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Education 

Access to abortion also increases the attainment of higher education for women, increasing their 

earning potential and disposable income and reducing their risk of poverty. One study found that 

access to abortion “increased the probability of their entering college by 41 percent and 

completing college by 71 percent. These positive effects were particularly pronounced for Black 

women experiencing early pregnancies: Access to abortion increased their probability of entering 

college by up to 200 percent.”14 

“Access to abortion increased women’s probability of graduating college by 72%. The effect was 

even larger for Black women, whose chances of completing college increased 2- to 3-fold.15  

Abortion-access states are also more likely to attract women of reproductive age to their 

universities, colleges, and employment opportunities, resulting in a more educated workforce 

with higher earnings potential and potential impact on state revenues. Conversely, without this 

initiative, Florida may see a brain drain as reproductive age women may choose not to live in 

abortion-ban states. 

Healthcare Costs and Health Outcomes 

Access to abortion care under the initiative will likely decrease state healthcare costs and 

improve health outcomes due to pregnancy-related complications and maternal morbidity and 

mortality rates.16 Florida is the most expensive state for emergency room visits.17 Particularly for 

Florida’s uninsured population, Medicaid recipients, as well as state employees, these healthcare 

and hospital costs may negatively impact state budgets. 

Abortion bans force people to continue pregnancies even when there are significant health 

concerns that would make abortion care the safer option.  Researchers have found that a total 

abortion ban could increase the number of maternal deaths by 24 percent, with the greatest 

 
14 Hoffman, et. al., supra at n. 4. 
15 Joint Economic Committee Democrats, supra at n. 4. 
16 The Commonwealth Fund, "New Report: Pregnancy and Delivery Complications Cost the United States Billions," 

https://www.commonwealthfund.org/press-release/2021/new-report-pregnancy-and-delivery-complications-cost-

united-states-billions.  
17 Jessica Learish, 'Emergency Room Visit Cost: The Most Expensive States,' CBS News (December 4, 2020), 

https://www.cbsnews.com/pictures/emergency-room-visit-cost-most-expensive-states/52/.  

https://www.commonwealthfund.org/press-release/2021/new-report-pregnancy-and-delivery-complications-cost-united-states-billions
https://www.commonwealthfund.org/press-release/2021/new-report-pregnancy-and-delivery-complications-cost-united-states-billions
https://www.cbsnews.com/pictures/emergency-room-visit-cost-most-expensive-states/52/
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impact on Black women, at 39 percent.18 A 2021 study found that abortion legalization reduced 

maternal mortality among Black women by 30-40%.19 

Impact on State Revenues as Businesses and Employees Relocate 

State and local economies in abortion-ban states may lose business revenue, as some employers 

may decide to relocate to abortion-access states in order to attract and retain top talent. 

Additionally, talented employees may relocate out of state or decide to not move into abortion-

ban states. Recruitment and retention of top talent in employment and institutions of higher 

education may be most impacted among women of reproductive age.20   

According to a survey of 2,020 U.S. adults in 2022, over half of women between 18-44 years and 

45% of college-educated male and female workers would not consider a job in a state that 

banned abortion.21  

A March 2022 poll conducted by the research firm Morning Consult found that 52% of 

employed adults prefer to live in a state where abortion is legal, compared with 24% who 

preferred to live in a state where abortion is illegal. Among students 18 and older, the gap was 

wider: 78% preferred to live in a state with legal abortion.22 

As an example, after Indiana Gov. Eric Holcomb signed the state’s near-total abortion ban into 

law in August 2022, the pharmaceutical company Eli Lilly—one of Indiana’s largest 

employers—issued a statement saying that it “will be forced to plan for more employment 

growth out of [its] home state.”23 

 
18 Hoffman, et. al., supra at n. 4. 
19 Myers & Welch, supra at n. 12. 
20 Liz Hampton & Sabrina Valle, 'How Texas Abortion Ban Hurts Big Oil's Effort to Transform Its Workforce,' 

Reuters (September 23, 2022), https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/how-texas-abortion-ban-hurts-big-oils-

effort-transform-its-workforce-2022-09-23/ (accompanying chart available at 

https://www.reuters.com/graphics/USA-ABORTION/zjvqkrdrmvx/chart.png). 
21 Id.  
22 Josh Nathan-Kazis, “Abortion Bans Hit Company Offices and Jobs,” Barron's, July 18, 2022, 

https://www.barrons.com/articles/abortion-bans-company-offices-jobs-51657913227.  
23 “Eli Lilly Says Some Staff Want to Leave Indiana Because of Abortion Ban,” Reuters (November 6, 2022), 

https://www.reuters.com/world/us/eli-lilly-says-some-staff-want-leave-indiana-because-abortion-ban-ft-2022-11-

06/; Ian Fisher, “Eli Lilly Says Indiana Abortion Law Forces Hiring Out of State,” Bloomberg (August 6, 2022), 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-08-06/eli-lilly-says-indiana-abortion-law-forces-hiring-out-of-state. 

https://tmsnrt.rs/3S7vK4z
https://www.bsr.org/reports/Morning_Consult_-_State_Social_Policies.pdf
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/how-texas-abortion-ban-hurts-big-oils-effort-transform-its-workforce-2022-09-23/
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/how-texas-abortion-ban-hurts-big-oils-effort-transform-its-workforce-2022-09-23/
https://www.reuters.com/graphics/USA-ABORTION/zjvqkrdrmvx/chart.png
https://www.barrons.com/articles/abortion-bans-company-offices-jobs-51657913227
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/eli-lilly-says-some-staff-want-leave-indiana-because-abortion-ban-ft-2022-11-06/
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/eli-lilly-says-some-staff-want-leave-indiana-because-abortion-ban-ft-2022-11-06/
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-08-06/eli-lilly-says-indiana-abortion-law-forces-hiring-out-of-state
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Initiative May Increase Enrollment and Retention at State Universities and Attract Women of 

Reproductive Age to Move to/Stay in Florida 

States with greater access to abortion may see higher student enrollment. Nearly three-quarters of 

currently enrolled college students (72%) report that the reproductive health laws in the state 

where their college is located are at least somewhat important to their decision to stay enrolled.  

Among those who say reproductive health services are an important consideration in their 

college enrollment decisions, more than eight in 10 currently enrolled students (81%) and 

unenrolled students (85%) say they would prefer to attend a university in a state with greater 

access to reproductive health services, while fewer than two in 10 would prefer to attend college 

in a more restrictive state.24 

The initiative limiting government interference with abortion is likely to attract young people to 

move to/continue residing in Florida, as well as employers and businesses, especially since 

Florida will be the only abortion-access state in the Southeast. 

Potential Demographic Shift in Abortion-Ban States 

With the state-by-state approach to access since the Dobbs decision,25 we can expect to see 

demographic shifts over time related to abortion-access versus abortion-restricted states. What 

will be the long-term economic impacts to abortion-restricted states if women and girls of 

reproductive age (roughly between the ages of 14-46) who have the means to relocate out of state 

choose to relocate to abortion-access states? What will be the long-term demographic 

implications to abortion-restricted states if women and girls of reproductive age do not move into 

those states? With Florida’s increasing aging population, this demographic of reproductive-age 

women is even more important to retain and attract.26 

 
24 Stephanie Marken & Zach Hrynowski, "Reproductive Health Laws a Factor in College Decisions," Gallup (April 

20, 2023), https://news.gallup.com/poll/474365/reproductive-health-laws-factor-college-decisions.aspx.  
25 Guttmacher Institute, "Abortion Statistics: Florida," https://states.guttmacher.org/policies/florida/abortion-

statistics.  
26 Florida Office of Economic and Demographic Research, “Population Demographics: Data from Census Day 

2021,” http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/population-demographics/data/Pop_Census_Day-2021.pdf.  

https://news.gallup.com/poll/474365/reproductive-health-laws-factor-college-decisions.aspx
https://states.guttmacher.org/policies/florida/abortion-statistics
https://states.guttmacher.org/policies/florida/abortion-statistics
http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/population-demographics/data/Pop_Census_Day-2021.pdf
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Compiled Research 

Below we have compiled several additional articles and research discussing the harms to state 

and local economies under abortion bans, as well as the harms to women and families from 

abortion bans that in turn negatively impact state budgets.  

For ease of reference, we included various excerpts in italics from the articles and research as 

well (internal citations omitted from excerpts and can be found in the inked source material): 

Florida State Specific Economic Impacts: Positive Impact on Florida’s State Economy Estimated $6 

Billion Per Year 

● Florida: The Costs of Reproductive Restrictions to States27  

According to research by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research in 2021, prior to the 15-

week ban and 6-week ban being passed by the legislature, it was estimated that in Florida, 

“abortion bans and other restrictive reproductive health care policies could cost the state $6.6 

billion per year.”28 Presumably these costs to the state would increase upon enactment of the near 

total abortion ban passed by the legislature in 2023 and the state resources associated with 

enforcement of the criminal penalties attached.  

Positive Economic Effects of Abortion Access on a Numerous Economic Indicators, Including 

Labor Force Participation, Educational Attainment, Earnings, and Child Poverty 

● State Abortion Bans Will Harm Women and Families’ Economic Security Across the 

U.S. - Center for American Progress29 (discussing how abortion bans lead pregnant people “to 

fall even further through the cracks—with downstream effects on their children, communities, 

and local and state economies.”)  

 
27 Institute for Women's Policy Research, "Costs of Reproductive Restrictions: State Fact Sheets - Florida," Institute 

for Women's Policy Research (September 2021), https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Costs-of-Repro-

Restrictions_State-Fact-Sheets_Florida.pdf. See also, Robyn Watson Ellerbe, Nina Besser Doorley, Afet Dundar, 

Institute for Women's Policy Research, “Status of Women in Florida: Reproductive Rights” (March 2023), 

https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/Status-of-Women-in-Florida-Reproductive-Rights-FINAL.pdf; 

Institute for Women's Policy Research, "Florida," https://iwpr.org/project_states/florida/; Institute for Women's 

Policy Research, "Costs of Reproductive Health Restrictions: Research Summary" (May 2021), https://iwpr.org/wp-

content/uploads/2021/05/Costs-of-Reproductive-Health-Restrictions_Research-Summary.pdf.  
28 Id. 
29 Hoffman, et. al., supra at n. 4. 

  

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__iwpr.org_wp-2Dcontent_uploads_2021_09_Costs-2Dof-2DRepro-2DRestrictions-5FState-2DFact-2DSheets-5FFlorida.pdf&d=DwMGaQ&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=sncMhXX6MHjQYhjvM7MJbsOArvnLK1otUjIBl5aS1R0&m=lOzP3X64DyQcXIfsP0g_cGF5v0fy8eo2w5dIakdXZ6YXs2wBVUylTgzRJt0BHNCq&s=9XFctVAynOkgiswGgQKAC8oAYHHHiZCiM0xcYclUyRk&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__iwpr.org_wp-2Dcontent_uploads_2021_09_Costs-2Dof-2DRepro-2DRestrictions-5FState-2DFact-2DSheets-5FFlorida.pdf&d=DwMGaQ&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=sncMhXX6MHjQYhjvM7MJbsOArvnLK1otUjIBl5aS1R0&m=lOzP3X64DyQcXIfsP0g_cGF5v0fy8eo2w5dIakdXZ6YXs2wBVUylTgzRJt0BHNCq&s=9XFctVAynOkgiswGgQKAC8oAYHHHiZCiM0xcYclUyRk&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__iwpr.org_wp-2Dcontent_uploads_2021_09_Costs-2Dof-2DRepro-2DRestrictions-5FState-2DFact-2DSheets-5FFlorida.pdf&d=DwMGaQ&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=sncMhXX6MHjQYhjvM7MJbsOArvnLK1otUjIBl5aS1R0&m=lOzP3X64DyQcXIfsP0g_cGF5v0fy8eo2w5dIakdXZ6YXs2wBVUylTgzRJt0BHNCq&s=9XFctVAynOkgiswGgQKAC8oAYHHHiZCiM0xcYclUyRk&e=
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/state-abortion-bans-will-harm-women-and-families-economic-security-across-the-us/
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/state-abortion-bans-will-harm-women-and-families-economic-security-across-the-us/
https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Costs-of-Repro-Restrictions_State-Fact-Sheets_Florida.pdf
https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Costs-of-Repro-Restrictions_State-Fact-Sheets_Florida.pdf
https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/Status-of-Women-in-Florida-Reproductive-Rights-FINAL.pdf
https://iwpr.org/project_states/florida/
https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Costs-of-Reproductive-Health-Restrictions_Research-Summary.pdf
https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Costs-of-Reproductive-Health-Restrictions_Research-Summary.pdf
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“Abortion legalization under Roe was integral to women’s advancement in the United 

States. During a recent Senate Banking Committee hearing, Secretary of the Treasury 

Janet Yellen stated that “Roe v. Wade and access to reproductive health care, including 

abortion, helped lead to increased labor force participation. It enabled many women to 

finish school. That increased their earning potential. It allowed women to plan and balance 

their families and careers.” 

“Research confirms the positive effects of abortion legalization on a range of economic 

indicators, including labor force participation, educational attainment, earnings, and child 

poverty—with particularly notable gains for Black women. Moreover, when women are 

denied access to abortion, it can negatively affect their economic security and that of their 

families, and state and local economies can suffer significant financial losses.” 

One study found that access to abortion for women facing early, undesired pregnancies 

increased the probability of their entering college by 41 percent and completing college by 

71 percent. These positive effects were particularly pronounced for Black women 

experiencing early pregnancies: Access to abortion increased their probability of entering 

college by up to 200 percent.” 

“Given that many women are their families’ sole or primary breadwinner, and that 

abortion legalization also lowered the chances of a child living in poverty. One 1997 study 

found that the so-called marginal child who was not born due to abortion access—and who 

would have been born absent abortion legalization—would have been 40 percent more 

likely than the average U.S. child at the time to live in poverty.” 

“Additional studies have found that laws restricting access to abortion widened the gender 

pay gap for women of childbearing age by pushing them out of the labor force and into 

lower-paying jobs. In fact, one study found that abortion restrictions led to a drop of 

between 5 percent and 6.5 percent in average monthly salaries of women of childbearing 

age compared with the rest of the population.” 
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“The Institute for Women’s Policy Research found in 2021 that restrictive abortion laws 

cost state and local economies $105 billion annually by reducing labor force participation 

and earnings levels while also increasing time off and turnover among women ages 15 to 

44 years old. The reasons behind these costs are clear: When women lack access to 

necessary benefits and support to balance work and family—such as paid family and 

medical leave and workplace flexibility—and face increased caregiving responsibilities, 

they are forced to cut back on work hours or leave the workforce entirely. Such costs will 

only worsen in a post-Roe world as abortion is banned in many more states.” 

“State and local economies in states with abortion bans will also stand to lose even more 

money in a post-Roe world, as some employers will relocate to states with abortion 

protections to attract and retain top talent and fulfill their public pledges of diversity and 

inclusion. For example, after Indiana Gov. Eric Holcomb (R) signed the state’s near-total 

abortion ban into law in August 2022, the pharmaceutical company Eli Lilly—one of 

Indiana’s largest employers—issued a statement saying that it “will be forced to plan for 

more employment growth out of [its] home state.” 

“Because, among other things, abortion bans force people to continue pregnancies even 

when there are significant health concerns that would make abortion care the safer option, 

there will likely be increases in maternal mortality due to people pursuing unsafe abortion 

care or experiencing fatal pregnancy-related complications. Researchers have found that 

a total abortion ban could increase the number of maternal deaths by 24 percent, with the 

greatest impact on Black women, at 39 percent.” 

“State abortion bans are unequivocally harmful to women and families’ economic security 

as well as state and local economies.”  
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Increase in Economic Independence, Consumer Spending, and State Revenues and Budget 

Increasing abortion access directly impacts women’s earning capacity, economic independence, 

educational attainment, and employment opportunities. These in turn greatly impacts overall economic 

growth in the state, increases revenues to state and local governments, and impacts the state budget.30 

● Brief of Amici Curiae31 - Amicus Brief by Economists in Dobbs 

“Studies also demonstrate that for women experiencing unintended pregnancies, access to 

abortion has increased the probability that they attend college and enter professional 

occupations.  

“For instance, one such study showed that young women who utilized legal abortion to 

delay an unplanned start to motherhood by just one year realized an 11% increase in 

hourly wages later in their careers. Another found that, for young women who experienced 

an unintended pregnancy, access to abortion increased the probability they finished 

college by nearly 20 percentage points, and the probability that they entered a professional 

occupation by nearly 40 percentage points. Again, these effects tended to be greater among 

Black women. 

One study showed that legalization in repeal states reduced the number of children who 

lived in single parent households, who lived in poverty, and who received social services. 

Another found that abortion legalization reduced cases of child neglect and abuse. Yet 

other studies have explored long-run downstream effects as the children of the Roe era 

grew into adulthood. One such study showed that as these children became adults, they 

had higher rates of college graduation, lower rates of single parenthood, and lower rates 

of welfare receipt.”  

“While the past 50 years have seen remarkable social and economic progress for women 

in the United States, significant hurdles remain—particularly for working mothers. Studies 

show that up to the point of parenthood, men’s and women’s earnings evolve similarly. But 

 
30 Joint Economic Committee Democrats, supra at n. 4. 
31 Brief of Economists as Amici Curiae in Support of Respondents, Supreme Court of the United States (September 

2021), https://www.supremecourt.gov/DocketPDF/19/19-1392/193084/20210920175559884_19-

1392bsacEconomists.pdf.  

https://www.supremecourt.gov/DocketPDF/19/19-1392/193084/20210920175559884_19-1392bsacEconomists.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/DocketPDF/19/19-1392/193084/20210920175559884_19-1392bsacEconomists.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/DocketPDF/19/19-1392/193084/20210920175559884_19-1392bsacEconomists.pdf
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as parents, their earnings diverge sharply: mothers experience an immediate and 

persistent one-third drop in expected earnings while fathers’ earnings remain largely 

unaffected.”  

Although women experience unintended pregnancies and seek abortions at varying stages 

of life, one common thread is that many of these women already face difficult financial 

circumstances. Approximately 49% of women who seek abortions are poor, 75% are low 

income, 59% already have children, and 55% report a recent disruptive life event such as 

the death of a close friend or family member, job loss, the termination of a relationship 

with a partner, or overdue rent or mortgage obligations. 

Given these circumstances, questions abound as to what happens to women who cannot 

obtain an abortion they wanted to have. The Turnaway Study is a longitudinal study that 

focuses on financial outcomes for women in this situation. 

…the average woman in the turnaway group experienced a 78% increase in past-due debt 

and an 81% increase in public records related to bankruptcies, evictions, and court 

judgments. The financial effects of being denied an abortion are thus as large or larger 

than those of being evicted, losing health insurance, being hospitalized, or being exposed 

to flooding due to a hurricane.…  

Turnaway Study’s conclusions are clear: being denied an abortion has significant 

deleterious financial consequences.”  

● The Economics of Abortion Bans32 - Economic Policy Institute 

“Abortion access is an economic issue because access to, and inversely, denial of, abortion 

services directly impacts labor market experiences and economic outcomes.” 

“A 2014 study found that about half of all abortion patients had a family income at or 

below the federal poverty level (Jones and Jerman 2017).” 

 
32 EPI, supra at n. 4. 

https://www.epi.org/publication/economics-of-abortion-bans/
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“Abortion access is crucial for policymakers to consider because of its impact on racial 

and economic disparities, in addition to the limitations on reproductive health and freedom 

(Robbins and Goodman 2022).” 

“Research on the economic benefits of abortion access has also found especially important 

effects for Black women, including increased schooling, employment, educational 

attainment, wages, labor force participation, and career outcomes and earnings (Angrist 

and Evans 1996; Kalist 2004; Abboud 2019; Jones 2021).” 

“Further, abortion is an economic issue because of the intersections between the economy 

and other key systems and institutions that people seeking abortions encounter, including 

the medical and health care system, government social services and insurance programs, 

and the incarceration and criminal justice system. These systems—economic, health, social 

safety net, prison—and the flaws and inequities embedded in each overlap and interact 

with each other.” 

“The full effect, and the full loss, of eliminating millions of peoples’ ability to make their 

own choices in the economy and of altering their paths and potential will be 

immeasurable.” 

● Abortion Access Is Key to Economic Freedom33 - Joint Economic Committee Democrats  

“Many states put unnecessary restrictions on women seeking abortions, restrictions that 

have no basis in medical science and imperil women’s health and well-being. These 

unnecessary restrictions cost local economies $105 billion per year. If these unnecessary 

restrictions were eliminated, U.S. GDP would be almost 0.5% higher.” 

“Educational attainment. Access to abortion increased women’s probability of graduating 

college by 72%. The effect was even larger for Black women, whose chances of completing 

college increased 2- to 3-fold.  

 
33Joint Economic Committee Democrats, supra at n. 4. 

https://www.jec.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/fbe989f2-ca68-473c-b469-42aa240278b5/abortion-access-is-key-to-economic-freedom.pdf
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Earnings. Being able to delay motherhood by one year due to access to legal abortion 

increased women’s wages by 11% on average.   

Labor force participation. Access to abortion increased women’s workforce participation, 

“increasing the probability of a woman working 40 weeks or more per year by almost 2 

percentage points (from 29 percent).”  

Additional Resources 

In addition to the research referenced above and, in the footnotes, please also see the following: 

● What can economic research tell us about the effect of abortion access on women’s lives? | 

Brookings  

● The Devastating Economic Impacts of an Abortion Ban | The New Yorker  

● Research on abortion care Introduction to the Turnaway Study 

 

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-can-economic-research-tell-us-about-the-effect-of-abortion-access-on-womens-lives/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-can-economic-research-tell-us-about-the-effect-of-abortion-access-on-womens-lives/
https://www.newyorker.com/business/currency/the-devastating-economic-impacts-of-an-abortion-ban
https://www.ansirh.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/turnawaystudyannotatedbibliography122122.pdf


From: Baker, Amy
To: Aldridge, Vince; Khan, Azhar; Gelin, Brea
Cc: Hasbrouck, Matthew; OSullivan, Owen; Mock, Scott
Subject: FW: Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion (23-07) - Additional Information
Date: Tuesday, October 31, 2023 8:22:32 AM
Attachments: 2016CJICFinalActions-SB 1718.pdf

2023DOCPerDiemandBedCosts.pdf
Fiscal Analysis and Economic Impact Statement - Staff Analysis SB 7065 - 2022.pdf

Please see attached and below...

From: Kara Gross <KGross@aclufl.org> 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2023 2:34 PM
To: Baker, Amy <BAKER.AMY@leg.state.fl.us>
Cc: Pamela Burch Fort <tcglobby@aol.com>; Michelle Morton <MMorton@aclufl.org>
Subject: FW: Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion (23-07) - Additional
Information

Good afternoon, Amy -

We very much appreciated the FIEC public workshop discussion and our opportunity to
present. 

There were a few items that were raised during the discussion that we thought would be
helpful if we provided additional materials on. Please see the below additional information and
the attached documents.

Direct Costs – Criminal Justice

With regard to direct costs negatively impacting the state budget, it may be helpful to the
FIEC to look at the state’s estimated costs associated with the 2016 bill, SB 1718 (1/29/2016
conference date), which would have banned abortions in Florida. The state estimated a
positive significant (+sig) increase in criminal justice costs to the state estimated at an
“Increase of more than 25 prison beds” for each of the five years reviewed. For ease of
reference, I’m also attaching the document outlining the costs per inmate that I referenced at
the hearing, with costs for 2024-2025 at $30,106 per inmate and capital costs per bed at
$93,188.

Additionally, there was a discussion with regard to pre-Roe criminalization, and I wanted to be
sure that the FIEC was aware of Shirley Weever’s prosecution for having an abortion in
Florida pre-Roe: https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2022/06/27/1970-woman-went-
jail-an-abortion-now-it-could-happen-
again/https://www.nytimes.com/1971/12/04/archives/shes-fighting-conviction-for-aborting-
her-child.html. Shirley Wheeler’s story is featured in Slate’s Slow Burn podcast. As stated in
the Washington Post article linked above, her “arrest, prosecution, conviction and sentencing
over 50 years ago in a state with a restrictive abortion law is an important story to remember
now that millions of women across America are again facing similar barriers.” Florida was the
first state in the US to convict a woman of manslaughter for having an abortion.

See also this report that contains an in-depth analysis of expected criminalization in abortion-




Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?


10/28/2015


Pub Rec/Low-THC Cannabis Patient Registry/DOH: Exempts 
from public records requirements personal identifying information 
of patients & physicians held by DOH in low-THC cannabis patient 
registry or former compassionate use registry; exempts information 
related to ordering & dispensing low-THC cannabis; authorizes 
specified persons & entities access to exempt information; requires 
that information released from registry remain confidential; 
provides penalty; provides for future legislative review & repeal; 
provides statement of public necessity. Effective Date: on the 
same date that HB 63, or similar legislation establishing an 
electronic system to record a physician's orders for, and a patient's 
use of, low-THC cannabis takes effect


HB 65 12/15/2015 House - Withdrawn prior to 
introduction -HJ 12 Steube + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO


10/28/2015


Controlled Substances: Schedules Mitragynine & 7-
Hydroxymitragynine, constituents of Kratom, in schedule of 
controlled substances provides an exception from scheduling for 
any drug product approved by USDA which contains Mitragynine 
or 7-Hydroxymitragynine; reenacts related provisions. Effective 
Date: October 1, 2016


HB 73 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee Jacobs no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO


10/28/2015


Electronic Monitoring Devices: Prohibits person from removing, 
destroying, altering, tampering with, damaging, or circumventing 
operation of electronic monitoring device being worn or used 
pursuant to court order or order by Commission on Offender 
Review; prohibits request or solicitation of person to perform such 
act; provides criminal penalties; specifies that DOC may 
electronically monitor offender sentenced to community control 
when court has imposed electronic monitoring as condition of 
community control. Effective Date: October 1, 2016


HB 75 3/9/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-15 Torres + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO1


10/28/2015


Controlled Substances; Authorizing a defendant to move to 
depart from the mandatory minimum term of imprisonment of 3 
years and from the mandatory fine for a drug trafficking violation 
involving a specified quantity of a specified controlled substance; 
authorizing the state attorney to file an objection to the motion; 
authorizing the sentencing court to grant the motion if the court 
finds that the defendant has demonstrated by a preponderance of 
the evidence that specified criteria are met, etc. Effective Date: 
7/1/2016 


SB 84
3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 


Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal and Civil Justice


HB 327* 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Joyner , Powell - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO


10/28/2015


Offenses Involving Electronic Benefits Transfer Cards: 
Specifies acts that constitute trafficking in food assistance benefits 
cards that are subject to criminal penalties; prohibits specified acts 
relating to sales or offers of sale of electronic benefits transfer 
cards. Effective Date: October 1, 2016


HB 105 2/2/2016 - Laid on Table, refer to 
CS/SB 218 Smith (J) + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO2


10/28/2015


Persons Subject to Final Deportation Orders: Prohibits presence 
within state of persons subject to final deportation orders unless 
such orders have been stayed pending judicial review. Effective 
Date: October 1, 2016


SB 118 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Judiciary HB 9 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee Hutson, Trujillo no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO3


10/28/2015


Self-Defense Protection Act: Designates act "Self-Defense 
Protection Act"; extends exception to certain mandatory minimum 
sentences if use or threatened use of force was justifiable under 
specified provisions to cases other than those involving aggravated 
assault; revises required written findings. Effective Date: upon 
becoming a law


HB 135 2/2/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/SB 228 -HJ 351 Combee - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO4


10/28/2015


Trade Secrets: Includes financial information in provisions 
prohibiting theft, embezzlement, or unlawful copying of trade 
secrets; provides penalties; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: 
October 1, 2016


CS/SB 180 2/25/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-5 CS/HB 55 1/26/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/SB 180 -HJ 281 Richter, Pilon + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES


10/28/2015


Offenses Committed on Real Estate Agents; Providing for 
reclassification of specified offenses committed on real estate 
brokers, broker associates, or sales associates, etc. Effective 
Date: 10/1/2016


SB 214
3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 


Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal and Civil Justice


HB 47 3/11/2016 House - Died on Calendar Detert, Passidomo + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO


10/28/2015


Offenses Involving Electronic Benefits Transfer Cards; 
Specifying acts that constitute trafficking in food assistance 
benefits cards and are subject to criminal penalties; providing 
criminal penalties, etc. Effective Date: 10/1/2016 


CS/SB 218 4/6/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-185 Hutson + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES


Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 
in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


10/28/2015


Mandatory Minimum Sentences; Deleting aggravated assault 
from the list of convictions which carry a minimum term of 
imprisonment if during the commission of the offense the convicted 
person possessed a firearm or destructive device; deleting 
aggravated assault from the list of convictions which carry a 
minimum term of imprisonment if during the commission of the 
offense the convicted person possessed a semiautomatic firearm 
and its high-capacity detachable box magazine or a machine gun, 
etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016


CS/SB 228 2/25/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-7 Bean - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. YES


10/28/2015


Terroristic Threats: Provides that person commits crime of 
terroristic threats if he or she communicates, directly or indirectly, 
threat to do specified acts; requires person convicted to, in addition 
to other restitution ordered, pay restitution in an amount equal to 
cost of evacuation. Effective Date: October 1, 2016


HB 257 3/7/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/SB 436 -HJ 869 Smith (J) + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO5


10/28/2015


Criminal Prosecution of Juveniles: Authorizes additional 
circumstances for discretionary direct filing of charges against 
certain juveniles; requires state attorney to consider specified 
criteria in determining whether to recommend to court that child be 
transferred for criminal prosecution as adult; requires state 
attorney to file written explanation if he or she decides to file 
information against child; authorizes child to request, in writing, 
certain hearing; requires court to retain jurisdiction of child if child 
or his or her counsel does not meet certain evidentiary burden of 
proof. Effective Date: July 1, 2016


SB 282 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 239 10/19/2015 House - Withdrawn prior to 


introduction -HJ 24 Smith (C), Narain - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO


10/28/2015


Installation of Tracking Devices or Tracking Applications; 
Revising an exception to a prohibition on the installation of tracking 
devices or applications to specify that the exception does not apply 
to the installation of such devices or applications when done 
through intentionally deceptive means or when done knowingly in 
the commission of a crime, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016 


SB 298 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/HB 151 -SJ 710 HB 151 3/11/2016 Senate - Died on Calendar Evers, Cortes (B) no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO5


10/28/2015


Weapons and Firearms; Providing for construction of statutes that 
implicate the right to bear arms or engage in self-defense; 
specifying that a law enforcement officer may arrest a person for 
the unlicensed carrying of a concealed weapon only upon probable 
cause that such a violation is being committed; providing that a 
person licensed to carry a concealed firearm or weapon may also 
openly carry such firearm or weapon; providing that a person or 
entity who infringes on specified rights of an individual may be 
subject to liability under specified provisions, etc. Effective Date: 
Upon becoming a law 


CS/SB 300 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Judiciary CS/HB 163 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice Gaetz (D), Gaetz (M) - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO6


10/28/2015


Crimes Evidencing Prejudice: Provides for enhancement of 
penalties for offense if commission of offense evidences prejudice 
based on victim's employment as officer of the court, correctional 
officer, or as first responder; provides for reporting concerning 
such offenses. Effective Date: October 1, 2016


HB 309 3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 
Appropriations Subcommittee Porter + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO7


10/28/2015


Sentencing in Capital Felonies; Requiring that an advisory 
sentence of death be made by a unanimous recommendation of 
the jury after a defendant’s conviction or adjudication of guilt for a 
capital felony or capital drug trafficking felony; requiring the court 
to instruct the jury that, in order for the jury to recommend to the 
court that the death penalty be imposed, the jury must find that 
sufficient aggravating circumstances exist which outweigh the 
mitigating circumstances found to exist, etc. Effective Date: 
7/1/2016


SB 330 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 157 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 


Justice Subcommittee Altman, Rodriguez (J) no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO8


10/28/2015


Use or Threatened Use of Defensive Force: Provides legislative 
findings & intent; provides for retroactive application; specifies that 
once prima facie claim of self-defense immunity has been raised, 
burden of proof shall be on party seeking to overcome immunity 
from criminal prosecution; entitles criminal defendants who 
successfully claim such immunity to award of specified costs, 
attorney fees, & related expenses; specifies procedure for 
reimbursement requests; requires reimbursements to be paid from 
operating trust fund of state attorney who prosecuted defendant; 
limits amount of award. Effective Date: upon becoming a law


CS/SB 344 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee HB 169 1/12/2016 House - Introduced -HJ 19 Bradley, Baxley - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO9







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


10/28/2015


Transmission of Pornography: Revises terminology; provides 
that each act of sending or delivering child pornography is 
separate offense; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 
2016


HB 365 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee Kerner + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO10


10/28/2015


Violation of an Injunction for Protection; Providing enhanced 
criminal penalties for a third or subsequent violation of an 
injunction for protection against specified acts of violence or a 
foreign protection order issued under specified provisions, etc. 
Effective Date: 10/1/2016


SB 380 4/6/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-187 HB 101 3/8/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/SB 380 -HJ 925 


Abruzzo, Rodriguez 
(J) + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. YES11


10/28/2015


 Landlords and Tenants; Providing criminal penalties for specified 
prohibited practices by a landlord relating to maintenance of the 
premises, retaliatory conduct, and other protections, etc. Effective 
Date: 10/1/2016 


SB 474 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 53 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 


Justice Subcommittee Braynon, Campbell + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO


10/28/2015


Slungshot: Deletes provisions prohibiting manufacture or sale of 
instrument or weapon usually known as slungshot; revises 
definition of term "concealed weapon" to delete inclusion of 
slungshot; deletes provision prohibiting dealer in arms from selling 
or transferring slungshot to minor. Effective Date: upon becoming 
a law


SB 612 3/3/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to HB 4009 -SJ 623 HB 4009 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-106 Hays, Combee - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. YES


10/28/2015


Death Penalty: Deletes provisions providing for death penalty for 
capital felonies; deletes associated provisions, including provisions 
relating to representation in death penalty cases, capital collateral 
representation, jurors in capital cases, prohibiting imposition of 
death sentence on defendant with mental retardation, 
determination of whether to impose sentence of death or life 
imprisonment for capital felony or capital drug trafficking felony, 
issuance of warrant of execution, stay of execution of death 
sentence, proceedings when person under sentence of death 
appears to be insane, proceedings when person under sentence of 
death appears to be pregnant, grounds for death warrant, 
execution of death sentence, prohibition against reduction of death 
sentence as result of determination that method of execution is 
unconstitutional, sentencing orders in capital cases, regulation of 
execution, transfer to state prison for safekeeping before death 
warrant issued, return of warrant of execution issued by Governor, 
sentence of death unexecuted for unjustifiable reasons, & return of 
warrant of execution issued by Supreme Court. Effective Date: 
July 1, 2016


HB 4015 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Rehwinkel Vasilinda no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO12


1/5/2016


Reentry into State by Certain Persons: Prohibits entry to, or 
presence within, the state of persons denied admission, excluded, 
deported, or removed unless U.S. Attorney General consents to 
admission or federal law does not require advance consent. 
Effective Date: October 1, 2016


CS/HB 9 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee Trujillo, Santiago no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO13


1/5/2016


Electronic Monitoring Devices: Prohibits person from removing, 
destroying, altering, tampering with, damaging, or circumventing 
operation of electronic monitoring device being worn or used 
pursuant to court order or order by Commission on Offender 
Review; prohibits request or solicitation of person to perform such 
act; provides criminal penalties; specifies that DOC may 
electronically monitor offender sentenced to community control 
when court has imposed electronic monitoring as condition of 
community control. Effective Date: October 1, 2016


CS/HB 75 3/9/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-15 Torres, Plakon, 
Watson (C) + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES


1/5/2016


Public Assistance Fraud: Specifies acts that constitute trafficking 
in food assistance benefits; prohibits specified acts relating to 
possession & sale of electronic benefit transfer cards for food 
assistance benefits issued to other persons; removes reference to 
s. 414.39(2), F.S., relating to unauthorized use, possession, 
forgery, or alteration of certain food assistance program & 
Medicaid identification, from offense severity ranking chart; 
reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 2016


CS/HB 105 2/2/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/SB 218 -HJ 340


 Smith (J), 
Baxley, Harrell, Pilon,  


Van Zant 
+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


1/5/2016


Juvenile Justice: Revises circumstances when state attorney may 
file information when child of certain age range commits or 
attempts to commit specified crimes; removes requirement that 
state attorney file information; prohibits transfer of child based on 
child's competency; requires DJJ to collect specified data; provides 
specified sanctions to which juvenile may be sentenced; prohibits 
sentence from exceeding maximum adult term; revises criteria in 
determining whether to impose juvenile or adult sanctions; requires 
adult court to enter order including specific findings of fact & 
reasons for its decision; requires court to consider reports; revises 
how child may be sanctioned; removes requirement to impose 
adult sanctions; requires court to explain basis for imposing adult 
sanctions; revises when juvenile sanctions may be imposed. 
Effective Date: July 1, 2016


CS/HB 129 3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 
Appropriations Subcommittee


 Edwards, 
Campbell, Lee Jr. 


(L), Narain, Rouson 
- indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO


1/5/2016


 Mandatory Minimum Sentences: Removes aggravated assault 
from lists of convictions that carry minimum term of imprisonment 
in certain circumstances; removes provision prohibiting court from 
imposing mandatory minimum sentence for conviction for 
aggravated assault if court makes specified written findings; 
reenacts provisions. Effective Date: July 1, 2016


CS/HB 135 2/2/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/SB 228 -HJ 351


Combee, Edwards, 
Baxley, Costello, Drak
e, Rouson, Van Zant


- indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO


1/5/2016


Offenses by Illegal Immigrants; Requiring specified offenses to 
be reclassified if committed by an illegal immigrant; specifying the 
reclassification of these offenses and enhancement of the level of 
the ranking for purposes of sentencing, etc. Effective Date: 
7/1/2016 


SB 150 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice Hutson + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO


1/5/2016


Terroristic Threats: Provides that person commits crime of 
terroristic threats if he or she threatens to commit crime of 
violence; provides criminal penalties; requires payment of 
restitution. Effective Date: July 1, 2016


CS/HB 257 3/7/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/SB 436 -HJ 869


Smith (J), Baxley, 
Peters, Pilon, Spano, 


Van Zant
+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES14


1/5/2016


Juvenile Justice; Revising the circumstances under which a state 
attorney may file an information when a child of a certain age 
range commits or attempts to commit specified crimes; revising the 
crimes and the age of a child who is subject to the jurisdiction of a 
circuit court; requiring the adult court to render an order including 
specific findings of fact and the reasons for its decision; removing 
a provision that requires a court to impose adult sanctions under 
certain circumstances, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016 


SB 314 3/11/2016 House - Died in Messages Diaz de la Portilla - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO


1/5/2016


Pornography: Revises definitions; revises terminology to provide 
for separate offenses of computer pornography under certain 
circumstances; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 
2016


CS/HB 365 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee Kerner, Watson (C) + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO


1/5/2016


Controlled Substances: Provides minimum mandatory term of 
imprisonment for specified violations committed in dwelling; 
creates offense of trafficking in synthetic drugs; provides specified 
offenses involving 250 grams or more of specified controlled 
substances; provides specified minimum terms of imprisonment & 
fines based on quantity involved in offense; adds specified 
trafficking provisions to offense severity ranking chart of Criminal 
Punishment Code; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 
2016


CS/HB 385 3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 
Appropriations Subcommittee


 Porter, 
Baxley, Burgess, Van 


Zant
+ sig. + sig. + sig. + sig. + sig. NO


1/5/2016


Human Trafficking: Includes human trafficking as predicate 
offense for felony murder; prohibits permanently branding, or 
directing permanent branding, of victim of human trafficking; 
provides that licensed massage therapist may not receive new or 
renewal license if applicant is convicted of certain prostitution 
offenses in conjunction with massage establishment; provides that 
licensed massage establishment may not receive new or renewal 
license if specified persons connected with it are convicted of 
certain prostitution offenses in conjunction with massage 
establishment; provides that minors may not be charged with 
specified prostitution offenses; requires person convicted of 
specified racketeering offenses to register as sexual predator or 
sexual offender; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 
2016


CS/HB 545 3/9/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-24 Spano, Diaz (M), 
 Hill, Van Zant + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO15


First degree murder when an unlawful killing is committed by a 
person engaged in the perpetration of human trafficking + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


Person can only be convicted of branding a victim of human 
trafficking if it is for the purpose of committing or facilitating an 
offense of human trafficking


- insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.


Reclassification to increased degree of felony if person causes 
great bodily harm, permanent disability, or permanent 
disfigurement


+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Increasing the current 1st degree misdemeanor to an unranked, 
3rd degree felony for a second or subsequent violation of renting 
space to be used for lewdness, assignation, or prostitution


+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Reclassifying the 2nd degree misdemeanor offense as an 
unranked, 3rd degree felony if the place, structure, building, or 
conveyance that is owned, established, maintained, or operated 
for prostitution is a massage establishment


+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Increasing the age to 18 years of age or older for someone to be 
charged with the offense of offering to commit, or to commit, or to 
engage in, prostitution, lewdness, or assignation


- insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.


Adds racketeeringto the qualifying offenses for sexual offender 
and sexual predator if the court has made written findings that the 
racketeering activity involved at least one sexual offense included 
in the definition of sexual predator or sexual offender or the 
offense involved  sexual intent or motive


+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


1/5/2016


Mental Health Services in the Criminal Justice System: Expands 
eligibility for military veterans & servicemembers for certain 
programs; authorizes creation of mental health court programs; 
authorizes county court to order conditional release of defendant 
for outpatient care & treatment; requires Forensic Hospital 
Diversion Pilot Program in specified judicial circuits; provides for 
courts to order certain defendants on probation or community 
control to postadjudicatory mental health court programs; expands 
eligibility requirements for certain pretrial intervention programs; 
provides eligibility of misdemeanor defendants for misdemeanor 
pretrial mental health court programs; authorizes pretrial mental 
health court programs for certain juvenile offenders. Effective 
Date: July 1, 2016


CS/SB 604 3/8/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/CS/HB 439 -SJ 834 CS/HB 439 3/28/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-127 Diaz de la Portilla , 


McBurney, Kerner - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. YES


1/5/2016 Cannabis: Removes cannabis from schedule of controlled 
substances; conforms provisions. Effective Date: July 1, 2016


SB 616 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Regulated 
Industries HB 4021 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 


Justice Subcommittee
Bullard , Rehwinkel 
Vasilinda, Berman -188 -376 -445 -475 -485 NO


1/5/2016


Controlled Substances; Requiring a mandatory minimum term of 
imprisonment for specified violations committed in a dwelling; 
creating the offense of trafficking in synthetic drugs; providing 
specified offenses involving 250 grams or more of specified 
controlled substances; requiring specified mandatory minimum 
terms of imprisonment and fines based on the quantity involved in 
the offense, etc. Effective Date: 10/1/2016 


SB 640 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice Grimsley + sig. + sig. + sig. + sig. + sig. NO


1/5/2016


Reimbursement of Assessments: Prohibits agent or attorney 
representing claimant from directly or indirectly requesting, 
receiving, or obtaining reimbursement from claimant for 
assessments charged to agent or attorney by U.S. Department of 
Veterans Affairs; provides penalties. Effective Date: July 1, 2016


HB 821 4/14/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-228 Rooney + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES16


1/5/2016


Fraudulent Activities Associated with Payment Systems: 
Revises felony classification for unlawful conveyance of fuel; 
reduces number of counterfeit credit cards that person can be in 
possession of to qualify as unlawful; ranks offenses. Effective 
Date: October 1, 2016


SB 912 4/1/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-173 HB 761* 3/7/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/CS/SB 912 -HJ 869


Flores , Young, Diaz 
(M) + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES17







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


1/5/2016


Child Pornography: Repeals existing provisions relating to sexual 
performance by child; prohibits person from using child in sexual 
performance; prohibits person from promoting sexual performance 
by child; prohibits person from possessing with intent to promote 
child pornography; prohibits person from knowingly possessing, 
controlling, or intentionally viewing child pornography; requires 
certain conditions of supervision be imposed on certain offenders; 
prohibits certain offenders from being placed on administrative 
probation; provides that each act of transmitting child pornography 
is separate offense; conforms provisions; reenacts provisions. 
Effective Date: October 1, 2016


HB 7055 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee Spano + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO


1/29/2016


Mental or Physical Disabilities; Citing this act as "Carl's Law"; 
deleting enhanced penalties for crimes evidencing prejudice based 
on mental or physical disability; deleting the definition of the term 
“mental or physical disability”; defining the term “mental or physical 
disability”; creating enhanced penalties for crimes evidencing 
prejudice based on mental or physical disability, etc. Effective 
Date: 10/1/2016


SB 356 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to HB 387 -SJ 657 HB 387 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-81 Hutson , Stevenson no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact YES


1/29/2016


Law Enforcement Officer Body Cameras; Requiring a law 
enforcement agency that authorizes its law enforcement officers to 
wear body cameras to establish policies and procedures 
addressing the proper use, maintenance, and storage of body 
cameras and the data recorded by body cameras; requiring such 
policies and procedures to include specified information; requiring 
that data recorded by body cameras be retained in accordance 
with specified requirements, etc. Effective Date: Upon becoming a 
law  


SB 418 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to HB 93 -SJ 665 HB 93 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-76 Smith , Jones (S) - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. YES


1/29/2016


Viatical Settlements: Revises provisions concerning viatical 
settlement providers; adds act that warrants imposition of 
administrative penalties against viatical settlement provider 
licensees; specifies procedures, authorized acts, & prohibited acts 
related to execution of viatical settlement contracts; provides 
criminal penalties for violation of such prohibitions; specifies 
authorized & prohibited acts by insurers related to viatical 
settlement providers; provides that certain agreements & 
transactions relating to stranger-originated life insurance practices 
are void & unenforceable. Effective Date: July 1, 2016


CS/HB 445 3/11/2016 House - Died on Calendar Stark, Roberson + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO


1/29/2016


Sexual Predators; Providing criminal penalties for convicted 
sexual predators who use or operate a drone to view or record an 
image of a minor under certain circumstances, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016 


SB 510 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 1301* 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 


Committee Hukill , Metz + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO18


1/29/2016


Crimes Evidencing Prejudice; Providing for the enhancement of 
penalties for an offense if the commission of the offense evidences 
prejudice based on the victim’s employment as an officer of the 
court, a correctional officer, or as a first responder; providing for 
reporting concerning such offenses, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016 


SB 652 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice Dean + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO


1/29/2016


Theft; Increasing the minimum monetary value that must be 
attributed to certain property for the theft of such property to reach 
the threshold for prosecution as a felony of the third degree or a 
misdemeanor of the first degree, under specified circumstances; 
authorizing a state attorney to establish a retail theft diversion 
program for the purpose of diverting offenders from criminal 
prosecution if the offender meets certain criteria, etc. Effective 
Date: 7/1/2016


SB 714 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 1145* 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 


Justice Subcommittee Joyner , Stafford -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. NO


1/29/2016


Corrections: Revises method of appointment for Secretary of 
Corrections; creates Florida Corrections Commission; revises 
definition of "victim injury" by removing prohibition on assessing 
certain victim injury sentence points for sexual misconduct by an 
employee of DOC or private correctional facility; expands DOC's 
security review committee functions; revises provisions relating to 
use of force; revises reporting requirements; requires DOC to 
measure recidivism; revises provisions relating to trust funds; 
prohibits purchase of weight-training equipment; requires DOC to 
consider needs of inmates over 50 years of age; allows inmate & 
others to hire & pay for an independent medical evaluation; 
specifies purpose for outside evaluations; expands eligibility for 
conditional medical release. Effective Date: July 1, 2016


HB 755 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Bracy -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. NO







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


Include victim injury points in calculating sentencing score. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.
Educational Attainment Gain Time -126 -66 -66 -66 -66
Employees of private providers employees to 3rd degree felony for 
neglect. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Expands conditional release to include elderly and infirm inmates. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig.


1/29/2016


Human Trafficking; Providing that a licensed massage 
establishment may not receive a new or renewal license if 
specified persons connected with it are convicted of renting space 
to be used for lewdness, assignation, or prostitution; eliminating 
coercion as an element of certain human trafficking offenses; 
providing that minors may not be charged with specified 
prostitution offenses; requiring a person convicted of specified 
racketeering offenses to register as a sexual predator or sexual 
offender under certain circumstances, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016 


CS/SB 784 2/24/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, 
refer to CS/CS/HB 545 -SJ 487 CS/CS/HB 545* 3/9/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-24 Flores , Spano + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES


Unlawful killing commited committed by person engaged in human 
trafficking classified as frist degree murder. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Conviction of branding a victim of human trafficking limited to 
purpose of commiting an offense of human trafficking. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.


Reclassifies degree of felony for causing great bodily harm during 
human trafficking. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Repeat offense for renting space to be used lewdness or 
prostitution becomes 3rd degree felony. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Repeat offense prostitution at licensed message establishment. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


limits prostitution charges to persons above age of 18. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.
Adds racketeering to qualifying offenses for sexual predator or 
sexual offender. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


1/29/2016


 Advertisement of Vehicle and Vessel Purchasing: Requires 
motor vehicle dealer or secondary metals recycler who advertises 
purchase of vehicles or vessels to display license or registration 
number on sign or advertisement; prohibits unlicensed motor 
vehicle dealer or unregistered secondary metals recycler from 
dispatching wrecker or tow truck in response to advertisement for 
purchase of vehicle or vessel; provides for impoundment of 
wrecker or tow truck; provides fines & penalties. Effective Date: 
July 1, 2016


HB 1091 3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 
Appropriations Subcommittee Cortes + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO19


1/29/2016


Criminal Offenders: Authorizes sheriffs to assess fees for 
registering & reregistering specified types of offenders subject to 
registration requirements; specifies maximum fees; provides 
requirements for use of fees; provides for relocation of registrants; 
creates designation of "serious sexual felony offender"; provides 
additional mandatory term of imprisonment for specified offenses 
committed by such offenders; requires persons convicted of 
specified prostitution-related offense to register as sexual 
offenders; prohibits failure to pay required fees; provides additional 
conditions to sex offender probation & community control for 
certain offenders & controllees who commit qualifying offenses 
after specified date; provides that such conditions do not need to 
be pronounced orally at time of sentencing; provides that such 
conditions may be applied to other relevant offenders; requires 
supervision by DOC officers who have specified training & limited 
caseloads. Effective Date: October 1, 2016


HB 1179 3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 
Appropriations Subcommittee Raulerson, Spano +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. NO20


Ten year mandatory prison sentence for certain offenses. 0 1 3 6 17
Increased penalties for forcing or coercing another to become a 
prostitute. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Expands pool of those required to register as sex offender to those 
convicted of forcing or coercing another to become prostitute.


+ indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet.


1/29/2016


Controlled Substances; Scheduling Mitragynine and 7-
Hydroxymitragynine, constituents of Kratom, in a schedule of 
controlled substances; providing an exception from scheduling for 
any drug product approved by the United States Food and Drug 
Administration which contains Mitragynine or 7-
Hydroxymitragynine, etc. Effective Date: 10/1/2016


SB 1182
3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 


Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal and Civil Justice


Latvala (J) no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO21







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


1/29/2016


Violations of Apportionment Standards: Provides that legislator 
who offers, or participates in creation of, apportionment plan in 
violation of constitutional standards for establishing congressional 
or legislative district boundaries may be subject to penalties; 
specifies methods for aggrieved party to file complaint; provides 
criminal penalties for legislator who in bad faith or with malice 
offers, or participates in creation of, apportionment plan in violation 
of standards. Effective Date: July 1, 2016


HB 1197 3/11/2016 House - Died in 
Government Operations Subcommittee Dudley no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO22


1/29/2016


Reemployment Assistance Fraud; Citing this act as the 
“Department of Economic Opportunity Cybercrime Prevention Act”; 
authorizing the Department of Economic Opportunity to 4 employ 
law enforcement officers to investigate violations of ch. 443, F.S.; 
providing for disqualification from eligibility for reemployment 
benefits for a specified period of time determined by the number of 
incidents of false or fraudulent representation and date of 
repayment of certain overpayments, etc. Effective Date: Upon 
becoming a law 


SB 1216 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 
Appropriations HB 1017 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Commerce 


and Tourism Stargel , La Rosa + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO


1/29/2016
Sentencing; Authorizing persons convicted of a specified 
trafficking violation to receive a sentence that departs from the 
mandatory minimum under certain circumstances; specifying who 
may move for such a departure, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016


SB 1224 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 797 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 


Justice Subcommittee Garcia , Edwards - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO


1/29/2016


Alternative Sanctioning; Authorizing the chief judge of each 
judicial circuit, in consultation with specified entities, to establish an 
alternative sanctioning program; authorizing an offender who 
allegedly committed a technical violation of supervision to waive 
participation in or elect to participate in the program, admit to the 
violation, agree to comply with the recommended sanction, and 
agree to waive certain rights; authorizing the court to impose the 
recommended sanction or direct the Department of Corrections to 
submit a violation report, affidavit, and warrant to the court; 
specifying that an offender’s participation in an alternative 
sanctioning program is voluntary, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016


SB 1256 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/HB 1149 -SJ 707 CS/HB 1149 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-100 Brandes , Spano - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. YES


1/29/2016


Offenses Involving Minors and Vulnerable Persons; increasing 
the maximum age at which a victim or witness may be allowed to 
testify via closed circuit television rather than in a courtroom in 
certain circumstances; including human trafficking as an underlying 
felony offense to support a felony murder conviction; providing 
increased criminal penalties for human trafficking offenses if the 
victim suffers great bodily harm, permanent disability, or 
permanent disfigurement, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016


SB 1294 4/6/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-199 HB 1367* 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Grimsley , Nunez + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES23


Adds human trafficking to first, second, and third degree murder 
for unlawful killing. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


1st degree felony created for human trafficking offense causing 
great bodily harm. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.


Limits conviction for branding victim to purposes of committing 
human trafficking - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.


1/29/2016


Abuse of a Parent; Defining the terms “child” and “parent” for 
purposes of the crimes of abuse of a parent, aggravated abuse of 
a parent, exploitation of a parent’s assets, and emotional abuse of 
a parent; authorizing alternative sentencing under certain 
circumstances; requiring the reporting of the abuse of a parent or 
exploitation of a parent’s assets to the central abuse hotline of the 
Department of Children and Families, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016 


SB 1296 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Children, 
Families, and Elder Affairs HB 1137 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 


Justice Subcommittee Thompson , Torres + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO


1/29/2016


 Agriculture; Providing sole authority to regulate the burning of 
agricultural crops on certain lands to the Department of Agriculture 
and Consumer Services; preempting regulatory authority over 
commercial feed and feedstuff to the department; providing 
penalties for certain handling of plant pests without a special 
permit from the Division of Plant Industry within the department, 
etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016


CS/SB 1310 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/HB 749 -SJ 665 CS/HB 749 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-88 Hutson , Raburn + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


1/29/2016


 Crustaceans; Specifying that for violations related to stone crab 
traps which involve fewer than 100 traps, each untagged trap may 
be charged as a separate count; specifying that for violations 
related to undersized spiny lobsters in which fewer than 100 
lobsters are involved, each undersized lobster may be charged as 
a separate count, etc. Effective Date: 10/1/2016 


SB 1470 4/8/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-208 HB 1227 3/7/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/SB 1470 -HJ 888 Latvala (J) , Raschein + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. YES24


1/29/2016


 Firearm Violence; Increasing criminal penalties for violations 
involving possession of a firearm or ammunition when a person is 
subject to a specified injunction; providing for temporary custody of 
firearms by a law enforcement officer at the scene of a domestic 
violence incident; providing for return of firearms after a specified 
period, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016 


SB 1476 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 1167 3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 


Justice Subcommittee Sobel , Berman +mod. +mod. +mod. +mod. +mod. NO


1/29/2016


 Illicit Drugs; Revising the circumstances under which the Division 
of Alcoholic Beverages and Tobacco of the Department of 
Business and Professional Regulation may revoke or suspend a 
person’s license; requiring the division to suspend the license of an 
establishment licensed under the Beverage Law under certain 
circumstances, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016 


SB 1528 3/3/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/HB 1347 -SJ 598 HB 1347 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-105 Simpson , Ingram + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. YES


1/29/2016


 Sexual Offenders; Revising the criteria for a felony offense for 
which an offender is designated as a sexual predator; revising the 
criteria for loitering or prowling by certain offenders; modifying the 
list of offenses for which a sexual offender or sexual predator must 
be considered by the department for removal from registration 
requirements; revising the information that the Department of Law 
Enforcement is required to provide about a sexual offender upon 
his or her release from incarceration, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016


SB 1662 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/HB 1333 -SJ 703 HB 1333* 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-104 Bradley , Baxley + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. YES


1/29/2016


Abortion; Creating the “Florida for Life Act”; prohibiting inducing 
an abortion or performing, attempting to perform, or assisting in an 
induced abortion; prohibiting operation of any facility, business, or 
service for the purpose of providing induced abortion services; 
requiring the Office of Adoption and Child Protection to create and 
manage a statewide list of attorneys providing volunteer adoption 
services for women and minors with unwanted pregnancies who 
would have selected abortion, if lawful, rather than adoption, etc. 
Effective Date: 7/1/2016 


SB 1718 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Health 
Policy HB 865 3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 


Appropriations Subcommittee Evers , Van Zant +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. NO


1/29/2016


Criminal Justice: Aamends multiple statutes. First, it amends s. 
775.082, F.S., diverting from prison specific offenders convicted of 
possession of a controlled substance. If sentencing points are 60 
or fewer, the court must sentence the offender to a nonstate prison 
sanction unless the court makes written findings that a nonstate 
prison sanction could present a danger to the public. The fiscal 
handout assumes that 50% of eligible inmates will be diverted. 
Effective Date: October 1, 2016


SB Draft 591-
01710C-16


3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 


Criminal and Civil Justice
Flores , Spano -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. NO25


Nonstate prison sanction for posession of a controlled substance. -146 -563 -812 -934 -989


Permits defendant to request sentencing court depart from 
mandatory term of imprisonment. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet.


Threshold for 3rd degree grand theft from $300 to $1,000. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig.
Nonstate prison sanction for certain nonviolent second degree 
felonies. -188 -752 -1181 -1438 -1592


Lowering penalties for posession of cannibis. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.
Allows judge to reduce sentence based on defendant requiring 
specialized treatment for addiction. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet.


Requires court to place certain defendants into drug court 
program. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet.


Incentive gain time. -701 -3143 -5432 -6921 -7772


* Identical bill also requested to be heard in Criminal Justice Impact Conference
1 CS/HB 75 also received an estimated impact. Since the Criminal Justice Impact Conference did meet for CS/HB 75, HB 75  is recorded as Chapter No. 2016-15, but not as passed.
2 CS/HB 105 also received an estimated impact.
3 Impact expected outside of forecast window. Also, CS/HB 9 also received an estimated impact.
4 CS/HB 135 also received an estimated impact.
4 CS/HB 257 also received an estimated impact.







Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 


Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill CJIC ImpactBill heard 


in CJIC Identical bill


KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.


Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds


5 CS/HB 151 was substantially different than HB 151. However, there would still be no impact of the bill. 
6 CS/CS/CS/HB 163 was substantially different than CS/HB 163. However, there would still be a negative indeterminate impact of the bill. 
7 CS/HB 309 was substantially different than HB 309. However, there would still be a positive indeterminate impact of the bill. 
8 Impact expected outside of forecast window.
9 CS/CS/SB 344 was substantially different than CS/SB 344. However, there would still be a negative indeterminate impact of the bill. 
10 CS/HB 365 also received an estimated impact.
11 CS/SB 380 was substantially different than SB 380. However, there would still be a positive indeterminate impact of the bill. 
12 Impact expected outside of forecast window.
13 Impact expected outside of forecast window.
14 CS/CS SB 436 was substantially different than CS/HB 257. However, there would still be a positive insignificant impact of the bill. Since the Criminal Justice Impact Conference did not meet for the Senate bill, the House bill is recorded as laid on the table, but also as passed (3/31/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-156). 
15 CS/CS/HB 545 also received an estimated impact, and this was the bill that became law. Since the Criminal Justice Impact Conference did meet for CS/CS/HB 545, CS/HB 545  is recorded as Chapter No. 2016-24, but not as passed.
16 CS/HB 821 was substantially different than HB 821. There would be no impact of the bill as passed.
17 CS/CS/CS/SB 912 was substantially different than SB 912. There would be an estimate of a positive indeterminate impact of the bill as passed.
18 CS/HB 1301 was substantially different than HB 1301. However, there would still be a positive insignificant impact of the bill.
19 CS/HB 1091 was substantially different than HB 1091. There would be no impact of the bill.
20 CS/HB 1179 was substantially different than HB 1179. There would be a positive indeterminate impact of this bill.
21 CS/HB 1182 was substantially different than HB 1181. However, there would still be no impact of the bill.
22 Impact expected outside of forecast window.
23 CS/SB 1294 was substantially different than SB 1294. There would be a positive indeterminate impact of this bill.
24 CS/SB 1470 was substantially different than SB 1470. However, there would still be a positive indeterminate impact of the bill as passed.
25 SB 7066 was substantially different than SB Draft 591-01710C-16. However, there would still be a negative significant impact of this bill.


Prepared by Florida Legislature, Office of Economic and Demographic Research, April 15, 2016








Growth Rate
Full Of Price Index


Growth Rate Operating State and Local Capital 
Of Consumer Costs Per Actual Construction Costs Per Actual
Price Index Inmate Change Spending Bed Change


2018-19 2.1% $21,871 5.2% 4.4% $66,451


2019-20 1.6% $23,320 6.6% 2.6% $68,179


2020-21 2.3% $26,999 15.8% 3.4% $70,497


2021-22 7.2% $27,171 0.6% 11.6% $78,675
 


2022-23 6.2% $28,855  10.9% $87,250
 


2023-24 2.9% $29,692  4.2% $90,915
 


2024-25 2.1% $30,316  2.5% $93,188
 


2025-26 2.2% $30,982  3.2% $96,170
 


2026-27 2.2% $31,664  3.3% $99,343
 


2027-28 2.2% $32,361  3.4% $102,721
 


2028-29 2.1% $33,040  3.2% $106,008
 .


2029-30 2.1% $33,734  3.1% $109,294
 


2030-31 2.2% $34,476  3.1% $112,683
 


2031-32 2.2% $35,235  3.3% $116,401


Notes:


CPI from National Economic Estimating Conference held February 9, 2023.   


 


Prepared by Florida Legislature, Office of Economic and Demographic Research, February 24, 2023


Adopted at the March 27, 2023 Criminal Justice Impact Conference 


Price index for State and Local Construction Spending from U.S. Economic Outlook forecast prepared by Global Insight, Inc. 
February 2023.


FY 21-22 full operating costs per inmate were obtained from DOC.  The $74.44 per diem ($27,171 annual cost) is for all 
department facilities (excluding private institutions and contracted Community Release Centers, CRCs) and includes security 
operations, health services, and education services.  Debt Service costs are not included in the per diem calculation.  It also does 
not include indirect and administrative costs of $5.78 per inmate (state facilities).  Operating costs in future years were increased 
by the change in the CPI from the National Economic Estimating Conference.                                                                    


FY 2006-07 capital costs per bed were based on Department of Corrections cost to build Suwanee CI ($94,000,000 for 2,003 
lawful capacity beds) as reported at the Criminal Justice Impact Conference held February 23, 2010.  Capital costs in later years 
were increased by the change in the chained price index for state and local construction spending obtained from Global Insight, 
Inc.


Variable operating costs apply for 1 to 499 beds. Dorm/Work Camp Operating costs apply for every 500 beds. Full Operating 
Costs apply for every 1,500 beds.


 


CAPITAL AND OPERATING COSTS FOR THE DEPARTMENT
OF CORRECTIONS FOR USE IN FISCAL IMPACTS 


BY THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ESTIMATING CONFERENCE
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Dorm/Work Camp Variable
Operating Operating 
Costs Per Costs Per


Inmate Inmate 


2018-19 $13,859 $7,921


2019-20 $14,144 $8,136


2020-21 $15,717 $9,147


2021-22 $17,400 $9,946
 


2022-23 $17,400  $9,946
 


2023-24 $17,400  $9,946
 


2024-25 $17,400  $9,946
 


2025-26 $17,400  $9,946
 


2026-27 $17,400  $9,946
 


2027-28 $17,400  $9,946
 


2028-29 $17,400  $9,946
 


2029-30 $17,400  $9,946
 


2030-31 $17,400  $9,946
 


2031-32 $17,400  $9,946


Notes:


Prepared by Florida Legislature, Office of Economic and Demographic Research, February 24, 2023


Adopted at the March 27, 2023 Criminal Justice Impact Conference 


FY 2021-22 dorm/work camp operating costs per inmate were obtained from DOC.  The $47.67 per diem ($17,400 
annual cost) includes costs such as health care, inmate personal care items, and officers assigned to dorms.


FY 2021-22 variable operating costs per inmate were obtained from DOC.  The $27.25 per diem ($9,946 annual 
cost) includes costs such as health care and inmate personal care items.


Variable operating costs apply for 1 to 499 beds. Dorm/Work Camp Operating costs apply for every 500 beds. Full 
Operating Costs apply for every 1,500 beds.
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS 


HB 7065 passed the House on February 16, 2022, and subsequently passed the Senate on March 4, 2022.  Part of 
the bill also passed the House and Senate in CS/CS/HB 1577 on March 4, 2022.  


 
In the United States, one out of four children grow up in a household without a father. Research has found that 
fathers play a unique role in producing positive outcomes for children. Children raised in father-absent homes are 
more likely, on average, to abuse drugs and alcohol, show signs of antisocial and delinquent behavior, and drop out 
of high school. Such children are also more likely to experience poverty, teen pregnancy, child abuse and neglect, 
behavioral problems, and death in infancy. Florida has several state agencies and systems to support children and 
families which protect children from abuse or neglect, promote healthy families through the provision of home  
visiting services, and strengthen families by improving the lives of children at -risk of engaging in or involved in 
delinquent behavior.  
 


The bill addresses the needs of families by: 


 Creating grants for services to address the needs of fathers and to increase mentorship for at-risk boys.  


 Requiring Florida’s child welfare system and home visiting programs to increase engagement with and 
provision of services to fathers.  


 Directing the Department of Children and Families (DCF) to contract for a Responsible Fatherhood Initiative 
to provide all fathers resources and inspiration to enhance their positive involvement with their children.  


 Requiring DCF and the Department of Juvenile Justice to identify children involved with both systems of 
care and report to the Legislature specific data, information, and actions taken to better serve them.  


 Requiring the Department of Revenue to provide information to those having difficulty paying child support. 


 Requiring the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO) to expand programs serving noncustodial 
parents who are having difficulty paying child support. 


 
Young adults who age out of the foster care system have trouble achieving self -sufficiency. To assist such young 


adults, Florida provides independent living services, including services through the Postsecondary Education 
Services and Support (PESS) program. Young adults eligible for the program receive a stipend to assist them in 
meeting their financial needs while attending a postsecondary education institution.  
 
The bill addresses the needs of young adults who aged out of foster care by:  


 Requiring DCF and community-based care lead agencies (CBC’s) to provide information about all 
independent living services and programs during the transition plan process before the child ages out of 
care. 


 Increasing the stipend for youth participating in PESS and requires DCF and CBC’s to assist such youth in 
developing financial and transition plans on how the young adult will meet financial needs while in 
postsecondary education and after leaving PESS.  


 Requiring institutions where students are exempt from the payment of tuition and fees to have a staff 


member who can help students in resolving problems related to the use of the exemption and 
to maintain original documentation submitted that confers eligibility for the tuition and fee exemption.  


 
The bill has a significant, negative, recurring fiscal impact on DCF and DEO, for which the FY 2022-23 General 
Appropriations Act provides funding. There is no fiscal impact on local governments.  
 
The bill was approved by the Governor on April 11, 2022, ch. 2022-67, L.O.F., and will become effective on July 1, 
2022. 


I. SUBSTANTIVE INFORMATION 
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A. EFFECT OF CHANGES:   
 
Background  


 
Children encounter negative experiences when growing up in households with substance misuse, 
mental health problems, and instability due to parental separation. Exposure to adverse childhood 
experiences can disrupt healthy brain development, affect social development, compromise immune 
systems, and can lead to unhealthy coping behaviors. Creating and sustaining safe, stable, nurturing 
relationships and environments for children and families can allow children to grow up to their full 
potential. When parents and families are equipped with proper support and skills, they can meet the 
needs of their children and protect them from experiencing adverse childhood experiences. 
 
Florida has several systems to support children and families who may face difficulties, some of which 
protect children from abuse or neglect, promote healthy families through the provision of in-home 
services, and strengthen families by improving the lives of children at-risk of engaging in or involved in 
delinquent behavior.  
 
Child Welfare System  


 
The Department of Children and Families is responsible for providing child welfare and support services 
in accordance with federal and state law.1 DCF contracts with community-based care lead agencies 
(CBC’s) to deliver, administer, and manage child welfare services. Using CBC’s to provide child welfare 
services is designed to increase local community ownership of service delivery.2 DCF, through CBCs, 
administers a system of care for children with the goals of: 
 


 Prevention of separation of children from their families. 


 Intervention to allow children to remain safely in their own homes. 


 Reunification of families who have had children removed from their care. 


 Safety for children who are separated from their families. 


 Well-being of children through emphasis on educational stability and timely health care. 


 Achievement of permanency. 


 Effective transition to independence and self-sufficiency. 
 


CBC’s provide foster care and related services, including, but not limited to, counseling, domestic 
violence services, substance abuse services, family preservation, emergency shelter, and adoption.3 
CBC’s contract with a number of subcontractors for case management and direct care services to 
children and their families.4 There are 18 CBC’s statewide, which together serve the state’s 20 judicial 
circuits.5 
 
Juvenile Justice System 


 
Section 20.316, F.S., establishes the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), and directs the Governor to 
appoint a Secretary who is responsible for planning, coordinating, and managing all juvenile justice 
services and programs in Florida, including: 


 


 Children-in-Need of Services, 


 Families-in-Need of Services, 
 Other prevention, early intervention, and diversion programs, 


                                                 
1 S. 409.996, F.S. 
2 Florida Department of Children and Families, Community-Based Care, https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-
based-care/ (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
3 S. 409.145(1), F.S.  
4 Id.  
5 Florida Department of Children and Families, Community-Based Care Lead Agency Map, http://www.myflfamilies.com/service-
programs/community-based-care/cbc-map (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 



https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-based-care/

https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-based-care/

http://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-based-care/cbc-map

http://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-based-care/cbc-map
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 Detention centers and related programs and facilities, 


 Community-based residential commitment and nonresidential programs, and  


 Delinquency institutions provided or funded by DJJ. 
 
Children involved in the child welfare system are more likely to become involved with the juvenile 
justice system. Overall, maltreated children are estimated to be at a 47 percent greater risk of 
becoming involved in delinquency than children from the greater population. 6  
 
Maternal and Child Health Services  


 
The Department of Health (DOH) is the designated agency for administering maternal and child health 
services, including enhanced services for medically and socially high-risk clients, delivered through 
county health departments or subcontractors.7 Pursuant to s. 383.011(1)(e), F.S., the care coordination 
process must include, at a minimum, family outreach workers and health paraprofessionals who assist 
in providing enhanced services to pregnant women, infants, and their families that are determined to be 
at potential risk by DOH’s screening instrument. These enhanced services include, but are not limited 
to, home visiting to support the delivery of and participation in prenatal and infant primary care services. 
 
Home Visiting Programs 


 
DOH administers the maternal and child health program, in part, by contracting for Healthy Start 
services. Florida Healthy Start provides education, support, and proven interventions to families pre- 
and post-birth who are at-risk of poor birth outcomes or developmental delays.8 The program focuses 
on common issues or conditions that occur during pregnancy or in infancy and is available in all 67 
counties.9 Risk screenings, offered by prenatal care providers and birthing hospitals, identifies families 
that could benefit from a home visiting program.10 Families can participate in Healthy Start beginning in 
pregnancy or in the first year after birth, and can continue until the infant turns three.11 The 32 local 
Healthy Start Coalitions coordinate these services, under contract with DOH.12 Each coalition uses data 
and research to design a service delivery plan unique to its community. 
 
 


                                                 
6 Ryan, J. P., & Testa, M. F. (2005). Child Maltreatment and Juvenile Delinquency: Investigating the Role of Placement and Placement 
Instability. Children and Youth Services Review, 27(3), 227-249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2004.05.007. 
7 S. 383.011(1), F.S.  
8 Florida Department of Health, Healthy Start, https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-
start/index.html (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
11 Id. 
12 Department of Health, Healthy Start, http://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-start/index.html 
(last visited March 14, 2022). 



https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-start/index.html

https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-start/index.html

http://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-start/index.html
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Healthy Start uses a home visiting model, which matches parents with trained professionals to provide 
information and support during pregnancy and throughout the child’s first three years of life.13 The 
program offers a participant face-to-face home visits with a trained professional who facilitates access 
to needed services based on an individualized family support plan.14 Participation in Healthy Start 
services is voluntary for the families.  
 
The Florida Association of Healthy Start Coalitions, Inc., (FAHSC) develops and supports local systems 
of care to optimize the health of moms, babies and families.15 FAHSC is made up of the 32 individual 
coalitions from across the state.16 In July 2018, Florida implemented a statewide, coordinated intake 
and referral system (Connect) that is housed within FAHSC.17 Connect is an entry point for services, 
including Florida’s Healthy Start program. Staff receive information from prenatal providers or from 
parents who self-refer or are referred by community partners. The Connect staff contacts parents to 
determine their needs and desires for services, then offers an array of services available in their 
community. Assuming home visiting is accepted, a referral to a program is made and the program 
contacts the parent to schedule an appointment.  
 
Because Healthy Start is generally focused on improving health outcomes for pregnant women, new 
mothers, and infants, there is little emphasis on engaging expectant or new fathers during service 


                                                 
13 Id. 
14 Id.  
15 Florida Healthy Start Coalition, About Us, https://www.healthystartflorida.com/about-us/ (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
16 Florida Association of Healthy Start Coalitions, Inc. Every Baby Deserves a Healthy Start (on file with the House Children, Families, & 
Seniors Subcommittee). 
17 Florida Association of Healthy Start Coalitions, Florida Home Visiting Statewide Needs Assessment Update (2020) 
https://usf.app.box.com/s/lgof5m5kewur9seaj872333j5tsna3bm.  



https://www.healthystartflorida.com/about-us/

https://usf.app.box.com/s/lgof5m5kewur9seaj872333j5tsna3bm
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provision. This may limit the effectiveness of the program, because data indicates that active 
engagement by fathers strengthens family and child well-being. 


 
Fatherhood and Child Well-Being  
 


Current Situation  
 
There are an estimated 75 million fathers in the United States18; however, 18.4 million children, or one 
out of four, live without a biological, step-, or adoptive father in the home.19 Children in mother-only 
households are the second most common living arrangement in the United States.20 About 7.6 million 
(11%) children lived in mother-only households in 1968, compared to 15.3 million (21%) in 2020.21   


 
Children raised in father-absent households, compared to two-parent households, are more likely, on 
average, to abuse drugs and alcohol, show signs of antisocial and delinquent behavior, and drop out of 
high school.22 Such children are also more likely to experience poverty,23 teen pregnancy,24 child abuse 
and neglect,25 behavioral problems,26 and death in infancy.27 


 
Research has found that fathers play a unique role in producing positive outcomes for children. 
Although mothers tend to be more nurturing and emotionally supportive than fathers, fathers tend to 
focus more on preparing children for their lives as adults.28 There is growing research on the link 
between father involvement and children’s well-being.29 Father involvement and positive interactions 
with their children are important for children’s health, self-esteem, social skills, and educational 
attainment. Multiple studies have found positive links between father involvement and a child’s 
graduation from high school, social-emotional adjustment, and mental health into adulthood.30   


 
Additionally, men experience benefits from being fathers, including improving mental and emotional 
health and being more community involved. Being a father is linked to positive employment outcomes 
including an increase in wages and work effort.31 Fathers are more likely than childless men to be 
involved in community service and to provide support to friends and extended family.32 Additionally, 


                                                 
18 U.S. Census Bureau, Fatherly figures: a snapshot of dads today, (2018),  
https://www.census.gov/library/visualizations/2018/comm/fathers-day.html (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
19 U.S. Census Bureau, Living arrangements of children under 18 years old: 1960 to present, (Nov. 2021), 
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/families/children.html (last visited Jan. 28, 2022).  
20 The first most common living arrangement is two-parent households. See U.S. Census Bureau, Percentage and Number of Children 
Living with Two Parents Has Dropped since 1968, (Apr. 2021), https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/number-of-children-
living-only-with-their-mothers-has-doubled-in-past-50-years.html (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
21 Id.  
22 See McLanahan, S., Tach, L., & Chneider, D. (2013). The causal effects of father absence. Annual Review of Sociology, 39(1), 399-
427; Salas-Wright, C.P, Vaugh, M.G., Uglade J., & Todic, J. (2015). Substance abuse and teen pregnancy in the United States: 
Evidence from the NSDUH 2002-2012. Addictive Behavior, 45(1), 218-225. 
23 See U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Information on Poverty and Income Statistics: A Summary of 2012 Current 
Population Survey Data, (Sept. 2012), https://aspe.hhs.gov/reports/information-poverty-income-statistics-summary-2012-current-
population-survey-data-0 (last visited Jan. 28, 2022).  
24 Ellis, B.J., Bates, J. E., Dodge, K. A., Fergusson, D. M., et. al. (2003). Does father absence place daughters at special risk of early 
sexual activity and teenage pregnancy? Child Development, 74(3), 801-821. 
25 Stapp, John, The Effects of Fatherlessness on Children, (Jan. 13, 2020), The Effects of Fatherlessness on Children - Joe Stapp, LPC 
(blueridgecounseling.org) (last visited Feb. 1, 2022). 
26 See Osborne, C., & McLanahan, S. (2007). Partnership instability and child well -being. Journal of Marriage and Family, 69(4), 1065-
1083. 
27 See Mathews, T. J., MacDorman, M. F., & Thoma, M. E. (2015). Infant mortality statistics from the 2013 period linked birth/ infan t 
death data set. National Vital Statistics Reports, 64(9), 1-30. 
28 Jeynes, Wiliams (2016) Meta-Analysis on the Roles of Fathers in Parenting: Are They Unique? , Marriage & Family Review, 52:7, 
665-688, DOI: 10,1080/01494929,2016,1157121.   
29 Karberg, E., Finochario, J., & Vann, N. (2019). Father and child well-being: A scan of current research. National Responsible 
Fatherhood Clearinghouse. https://fatherhood.gov. (last visited Jan. 30, 2022). 
30 McLanahan, S., Tach, L., & Schneider, D. (2013). The causal effects of father absence. Annual Review of Sociology, 39, 399-427. 
31 Astone, N.M., & Peters, H.E. (2014). Longitudinal influences on men’s lives: Research from the transition to fatherhood proje ct and 
beyond. Fathering: A Journal of Theory, Research, and Practice about Men as Fathers , 12(2), 161-173. 
32 Eggebeen, D., Dew, J., & Knoester, C.W. (2010). Fatherhood and men’s lives at middle age. Journal of Family Issues, 31(1), 113-
130. 



https://www.census.gov/library/visualizations/2018/comm/fathers-day.html

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/families/children.html

https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/number-of-children-living-only-with-their-mothers-has-doubled-in-past-50-years.html

https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/number-of-children-living-only-with-their-mothers-has-doubled-in-past-50-years.html

https://aspe.hhs.gov/reports/information-poverty-income-statistics-summary-2012-current-population-survey-data-0

https://aspe.hhs.gov/reports/information-poverty-income-statistics-summary-2012-current-population-survey-data-0

https://blueridgecounseling.org/the-effects-of-fatherlessness-on-children/

https://blueridgecounseling.org/the-effects-of-fatherlessness-on-children/

https://fatherhood.gov/
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fathers tend to be healthier than men who do not have children, and some research suggests they may 
live longer.33 
 
National and State Fatherhood Initiatives  
 
Federal and state initiatives are attempting to address the needs of fathers by providing resources and 
information to encourage fatherhood engagement and strengthen fathers and families. The Office of 
Family Assistance within in the United States Department of Health & Human Services funds the 
National Responsible Fatherhood Clearinghouse which provides, facilitates, and disseminates current 
research and innovative strategies to strengthen fatherhood engagement.34 Some examples of state 
initiatives include the South Carolina Center for Fathers and Families and the Ohio Commission on 
Fatherhood. The South Carolina Center for Fathers and Families supports fathers by providing 
resources and tools to help men understand what responsible fatherhood means and how to achieve it. 
35 The Ohio Commission on Fatherhood within the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services 
strengthens Ohio families by funding community-based programs that serve low-income fathers, 
advocates for father-oriented policy changes, and trains county leaders on how to mobilize their 
communities to promote responsible fatherhood. 36 
 
Effect of the Bill – Fatherhood and Child Well-Being 


 
Responsible Fatherhood Initiative 
 
The bill requires DCF to contract for the development and implementation of a communications 
initiative regarding responsible fatherhood. The goal of the initiative is to provide resources and 
inspiration to Florida’s fathers to motivate and enable them to enhance their abilities as fathers. The bill 
requires the campaign to involve, at a minimum, a website and related electronic resources to allow 
fathers to obtain information about effective parenting and where to receive support and services. The 
campaign must include, but not be limited to, print, television, and digital and social media elements, 
and public events. The communications initiative may also have appearances by and involvement from 
public figures and influencers.  
 
The bill requires the entity with which DCF contracts for the initiative to be a not-for-profit organization 
that: 
 


 Has a history of focusing on responsible fatherhood, including providing online resources to 
fathers, and engaging fathers, father figures, and children through community-based and 
school-based events to encourage responsible fatherhood.  


 Has the organizational capacity to manage a statewide initiative and successfully carry out the 
requirements for the initiative.  


 
The selected contractor must collaborate with other relevant agencies of state government and private 
organizations to develop and implement the initiative.  
  
Grants to Address the Needs of Fathers 
 
The bill requires DCF to award grants to not-for-profit community-based organizations to address the 
needs of fathers. Under the bill, two types of grants are available to not-for-profit community 
organizations: 


                                                 
33 Bartlett, E.E. (2004). The effects of fatherhood on the health of men: A review of the literature. The Journal of Men’s Health & 
Gender, 1(2-3), 159-169.  
34 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, National Responsible Fatherhood Clearinghouse, About Us, 
https://fatherhood.gov/about-us (last visited Feb. 7, 2022). 
35 South Carolina Center for Fathers and Families, Who We Are, https://www.scfathersandfamilies.com/who-we-are/ (last visited Feb. 7, 
2022). 
36 Ohio Commission on Fatherhood, About Us, https://fatherhood.ohio.gov/About-Us/Purpose (last visited Feb. 7, 2022). 



https://fatherhood.gov/about-us

https://www.scfathersandfamilies.com/who-we-are/

https://fatherhood.ohio.gov/About-Us/Purpose
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 Grants to comprehensively address the needs of fathers, such as assisting them in finding 
employment, establishing appropriate child support obligations, transitioning from incarceration, 
accessing health care, and obtaining parenting education. Services provided must be tailored to 
the needs of fathers being served. These grants shall require case management services to be 
provided to fathers. 


 Grants to provide evidence-based parenting education specifically for fathers. These grants do 
not include case management. 


 
The bill requires grants to be prioritized based on: 
 


 Need in the geographic area and population proposed to be served. Criteria for selecting grant 
recipients includes, at a minimum, local rates of unemployment, incarceration, housing 
instability, graduation, single parenthood, and receipt of public benefits. 


 Applicants having a primary mission of, or a history of a significant focus on and effective work 
towards, addressing the needs of men in their role as fathers. 


 Commitment and capability to employ sufficient, competent staff that are able to relate to and 
connect with the fathers being served. 


 
Fatherhood Engagement and Services 


  
The bill requires CBC’s to meet the unique needs of fathers with dependent children. It requires a CBC 
to assess its engagement with fathers and provision of father-oriented services. Each CBC must create 
and implement an action plan to address any gaps identified through the assessment. Additionally, 
CBC’s must hire a father engagement specialist to build relationships with fathers, assist fathers in 
accessing services, and provide guidance to the CBC in understanding the challenges faced by fathers 
and how to appropriately meet their unique needs. 
 
The bill requires DCF to annually review how CBC’s are meeting the needs of fathers, including, at a 
minimum, how the CBC is working with fathers to establish positive, stable relationships with children 
and assisting fathers to receive needed services. The CBC is required to provide any relevant 
information on how it is meeting the needs of fathers to DCF to be included in the annual report 
required by s. 409.986, F.S.  
   
Home Visiting Programs 
 
The bill requires DOH, through county health departments or subcontractors, to integrate father 
engagement activities, such as individualized support to increase participation in services that 
strengthen family and child well-being, into home visiting programs.  


 
Responsible Fatherhood Month 
 
The bill creates s. 683.344, F.S., to designate the month of June of every year as “Responsible 
Fatherhood Month” to recognize the importance of fathers in children’s lives, how fathers contribute to 
children’s safety and stability, and the direct link between positive father involvement and child well-
being. DCF, DOH, local governments, and other agencies are encouraged to sponsor events to 
promote awareness of responsible fatherhood engagement and the contributions fathers make in the 
lives of children.  
 
At-Risk Children 
 


Current Situation  
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Children who live in vulnerable families and in communities that are inadequately supportive are more 
likely to engage in high-risk behavior.37 Such children are vulnerable to multiple and intersecting 
problems, including emotional and behavioral disorders, substance misuse, violent and risk-taking 
behaviors, and poor connection to and performance in high school.38 Not all vulnerable children 
experience negative outcomes. However, multiple factors can influence whether children face negative 
outcomes in adolescence and adulthood:39  
 


 Poverty is linked to a number of potential future problems among children, including chronic 


health conditions, low educational attainment, and engagement in delinquent behavior.  
 Family instability can lead to negative health outcomes and negative behaviors. 
 Family dysfunction, including witnessing violence against mothers and criminal activity among 


fathers, is particularly detrimental to the future well-being of children. 
 Child maltreatment by parents or other caregivers put children at risk for many negative 


outcomes, including poor physical and mental health, lower cognitive functioning and 
educational attainment, and poor social development and behavior. 


 Exposure to violence in the community is linked to several negative outcomes such as 


depression, aggressive behavior, anxiety, posttraumatic stress, psychological trauma, and 
antisocial behavior.  


 Schools with fewer resources are associated with poor academic outcomes and can create 


environments with problematic social issues, such as bullying and behavioral problems. 
 


Children from struggling, single-parent families who live in neighborhoods that offer few positive outlets 
and a limited number of positive role models benefit from stable relationships with caring adults other 
than parents.40 Overall, children participating in mentoring relationships experience positive academic 
returns such as fewer unexcused absences, increased likelihood to attend postsecondary education, 
and an overall better attitude towards school.41 Mentoring also show promise in the prevention of 
substance misuse and the reduction of some negative behaviors.42  


 
 Dually Involved Children 
 


“Crossover youth” is a broad term used to refer to at-risk children who have experienced maltreatment 
and become involved in the child welfare system and who have also engaged in delinquent behavior 
and become involved in the child welfare system. Terms often used to describe subsets of this 
population include “dually involved” and “dually adjudicated”. Many children who have experienced 
child maltreatment early in life may encounter the juvenile justice system later in life. There are four 
common ways children fall into the crossover category, as indicated by the table below. 


 


 Overview of Pathways Leading to Crossing Over 


 Starting Point Occurrence Result 


1 Child has open child welfare case Child is arrested Child enters delinquency system 


2 
Child has a previously closed child 
welfare case  


Child is arrested Referral to child welfare agency 


3 
Child has no previous contact with 
child welfare 


Child is arrested; maltreatment 
discovered upon investigation, 


Referral to child welfare agency 


                                                 
37 Brack, C.J, Brack, G., Orr, DP., Dimensions underlying problem behaviors, emotions, and related psychological factors in early and 
middle adolescents. Journal on Early Adolescence. 1194; 14:345-370. 
38 Congressional Research Services, Vulnerable Youth: Background and Policies, Jan 30, 2018. 
39 Supra note 40. 
40 See Jekielek, M.A., Moore, Kristin, Hair, Elizabeth, and Scarupa, Harriet, Mentoring: A Promising Strategy for Youth Development 
(Feb. 2002), Child Trends, https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2002/02/MentoringRB.pdf  
41 Id. 
42 Id.  



https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2002/02/MentoringRB.pdf
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4 
Child in a correctional placement 


(post-arrest, -adjudication) 


Time in correctional placement 


ends, but no safe home to return to 
Referral to child welfare agency 


 
In comparison to their peers, crossover children have higher rates of mental health issues, higher rates 
of recidivism, educational challenges, placement instability, poor permanency outcomes, and extensive 
behavioral problems. In adulthood, such children are more likely to interact with the criminal justice 
system, use more public services, and remain unemployed with fewer earnings over time.  


 
Data on Dually Involved Children 
 
Systems of care rarely share information; therefore identifying and responding to dually involved 
children is difficult. Must of the research on dually involved children is the result of special projects that 
match cohorts of children from one system to another. Findings of available research include: 


 Upwards of 50 percent of children referred to delinquency juvenile courts may be dually 
involved.43 


 Between 7 percent and 30 percent of children in the child welfare system between the ages of 
10 and 18 are eventually served by the juvenile justice system.44 


 Family risk factors and the number of incidents with protective services increase the likelihood 
of a child arrest regardless of age and gender.45 


 Placement instability has more negative consequences for offending than just being placed in 
out-of-home care.46 For example, one study found that children who moved three or more times 
had significantly higher arrest rates for all types of criminal behavior.47 


 There is some indication that positive attachments to others and safe school environments 
reduce the likelihood of delinquency among maltreated children.48 


 Childhood abuse and neglect increases the odds of future delinquency and adult criminality 
overall by 29 percent.49 


 
In December 2021, 767 children were served by both DCF and DJJ. The graph below depicts the 
statewide trend of dually involved children and their placements in care from June 2017 to December 
2021.50 Based on this data, a significant portion of dually involved children live in out-of-home care. 
There is no readily available data indicating how these children came into care and how their needs are 
being met by DCF and DJJ. 
 


                                                 
43 Douglas Thomas et. al., When systems collaborate: how three jurisdictions improved their handling of dual -status cases, Nat’l Ctr. 
For Juv. Justice (2015), https://www.ncjfcj.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/05/WhenSystemsCollaborateJJGPSCaseStudyFinal042015.pdf. 
44 Cutuli, JJ, et al., From foster care to juvenile justice: exploring characteristics of youth in three cities, 
https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10964-019-01090-
3?author_access_token=jPBoH90dEh7dOhxNe9mvuve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY5vpzFiYs87Z_Lzh70N -
LjV4D_jU6Q0H4vHbfn8PFKJS6vKDWpp8mYYeB3wfUbKIhNAPQA2HUx-Qyf4lchyHDS_xVWLdZUfnEKTAxu4qSPFyw%3D%3D. 
45 Johnson, K., Ereth, J., and Wagner, D. (2004), Juvenile Delinquency Among Children Involved in a Child Maltreatment Investigation: 


A longitudinal study, Madison, Wis.: Children’s Research Center. 
46 Widom, C.S., and Maxfield, M.G. (2001). An update on the “cycle of violence”: Research in Brief, Washington, DC.: U.S. Department 
of Juvenile, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice. 
47 Id.  
48 Ryan, J.P., Testa, M.F., Zhai, F., (2008) African American youth in foster care and the risk of delinquency: The value of social bonds 
and permanence, Child Welfare, 87(1) 115-40; Crooks et al., Project Confirm: An outcome evaluation of a program for children in the 
child welfare and juvenile justice systems, Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 4, 97-115; and Benda, B. B., and Corwyn, R. F. (2002), 
The effect of abuse in childhood and in adolescence on violence among adolescents , Youth & Society, 33(3), 339-65. DOI: 
10.1177/0044118X02033003001. 
49 Supra note 51.  
50 Florida Department of Children and Families, Child Welfare Key Indicators Monthly Report, (Jan. 2022), 
http://www.centerforchildwelfare.org/qa/cwkeyindicator/KI_Monthly_Report_Jan%202022.pdf.  



https://www.ncjfcj.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/WhenSystemsCollaborateJJGPSCaseStudyFinal042015.pdf

https://www.ncjfcj.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/WhenSystemsCollaborateJJGPSCaseStudyFinal042015.pdf

https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10964-019-01090-3?author_access_token=jPBoH90dEh7dOhxNe9mvuve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY5vpzFiYs87Z_Lzh70N-LjV4D_jU6Q0H4vHbfn8PFKJS6vKDWpp8mYYeB3wfUbKIhNAPQA2HUx-Qyf4lchyHDS_xVWLdZUfnEKTAxu4qSPFyw%3D%3D

https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10964-019-01090-3?author_access_token=jPBoH90dEh7dOhxNe9mvuve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY5vpzFiYs87Z_Lzh70N-LjV4D_jU6Q0H4vHbfn8PFKJS6vKDWpp8mYYeB3wfUbKIhNAPQA2HUx-Qyf4lchyHDS_xVWLdZUfnEKTAxu4qSPFyw%3D%3D

https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10964-019-01090-3?author_access_token=jPBoH90dEh7dOhxNe9mvuve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY5vpzFiYs87Z_Lzh70N-LjV4D_jU6Q0H4vHbfn8PFKJS6vKDWpp8mYYeB3wfUbKIhNAPQA2HUx-Qyf4lchyHDS_xVWLdZUfnEKTAxu4qSPFyw%3D%3D

http://www.centerforchildwelfare.org/qa/cwkeyindicator/KI_Monthly_Report_Jan%202022.pdf
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A draft DJJ-DCF Crossover Report for FY 2016-17 contains the most recent data available from DJJ.51 
The table below represents children served at various levels in the DJJ system during FY 2106-17 by 
DCF level of care since 2005.52 


 
 DJJ Involvement 


DCF 
Involvement 


Prevention Civil Citation Intake Diversion Probation Commitment Aftercare 


None 7,346 8,020 15,600 8,424 7,346 1,067 1,045 


Investigation 7,472 3,620 13,684 5,659 7,472 1,823 1,484 


In-Home 1,278 508 2,318 866 1,278 383 318 


Out-of- Home  3,253 931 5,656 1,780 3,253 1,002 755 


Total 19,349 13,079 37,258 16,729 19,349 4,275 3,602 


 
There is a lack of consistent data collection at the DCF and DJJ level. For example, there is no readily 
available data from DJJ that includes current data on dually involved children. Additionally, DCF 
published data is limited to children currently being served by both DJJ and DCF, and does not include 
those with past involvement with either agency. There is no readily available data on the number of 
children placed in foster care after leaving DJJ custody, placement disruptions, or time to placement for 
this specific population. Increased information is important to identify and serve this at-risk population.   


 
Effect of the Bill – At-Risk Children 
 
Mentorship for At-Risk Male Students  
 
The bill creates s. 409.1467, F.S., to provide grants to not-for-profit organizations to offer mentorship 
programs to at-risk male students. Subject to available funds, DCF shall provide grants to: 
 


 Assist at-risk male students in middle and high school in developing social, emotional, and 
cognitive skills to prepare them for success.  


                                                 
51 Draft DJJ-DCF Crossover Report FY 2016-17 (on file with the House Children, Families, & Seniors Subcommittee).  
52 Id. 
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 Provide an opportunity for smaller not-for-profit organizations to receive training and technical 
assistance that will strengthen their capacity to provide high-quality, effective services and 
obtain additional non-state funding in the future. 


 
The bill sets eligibility requirements for organizations to receive a grant. These eligibility requirements 
include: 
 


 Serving males between ages 13 and 18 who live in underserved communities or are at-risk of 
starting or continuing criminal involvement or not reaching their academic potential. 


 Having organization management and a board of directors reflective of the community served 
by the organization. 


 Recruiting and training mentors. 


 Providing mentorship, social, academic support, life skill development, and other opportunities 
for eligible male students. 


 Using trauma-informed practices and interventions to address adverse childhood experiences.  
 


The bill requires applicants to include in the application the number of individuals they plan to serve 
through the grant and the projected costs for the new or expanded mentorship program.   
 
The bill limits the grant award total to between $25,000 and $250,000, and a grant may be awarded for 
up to three years. The bill specifies that an organization may receive only one grant every three years.  
 
The bill requires grant recipients to submit reports in a format and at intervals set by DCF. Further, 
within six months after receipt of the grant award, organizations must complete training in non-profit 
management, outcome measurement, and positive youth development.  
 
The bill requires DCF to contract for technical assistance to organizations receiving grants.  
  
Dually Involved Children  
 
The bill requires DCF and DJJ to identify children dually involved with both systems of care. DCF and 
DJJ must collaboratively take appropriate action within available resources to meet the needs of such 
children more effectively. Beginning in fiscal year 2022-23 through fiscal year 2023-24, the agencies 
must take such action and jointly submit to the Legislature quarterly reports that include, at a minimum: 
 


 Data on how many children are dually involved with both systems of care. Such children 
include, but are not limited to, those who are the subject of any proceeding under Ch. 39, F.S., 
and, at the same time, under the supervision of DJJ under Ch. 985, F.S., and those children 
who were previously served by either DJJ or DCF and come to the attention of either agency 
after being served.  


 Data on the number of children who are placed in licensed care after leaving the custody of DJJ. 


 Information on how both departments track children who are dully involved.  


 A summary of the actions taken by both departments to better serve dually involved children. 
  


Child Welfare System  


 
Current Situation  
 
Chapter 39, F.S., creates the dependency system charged with protecting child welfare. Florida’s child 
welfare system identifies children and families in need of services through reports to the central abuse 
hotline and child protective investigations. DCF and CBC’s work with those families to address the 
problems endangering children, if possible. If the problems cannot be addressed, the child welfare 
system finds safe out-of-home placements for children.  
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When child welfare necessitates that DCF remove a child from the home, a series of dependency court 
proceedings must occur to adjudicate a child dependent and place that child in out-of-home care, as 
illustrated in the table below.  


 


Dependency 


Proceeding 
Description of Process 


Controlling 


Statute 


Shelter 
Hearing 


A shelter hearing occurs within 24 hours after removal. The judge 
determines whether to keep the child out-of-home. 


s. 39.401, F.S. 


Petition for 
Dependency 


A petition for dependency occurs within 21 days of the shelter hearing. This 
petition seeks to find the child dependent. 


s. 39.501, F.S. 


Arraignment 
Hearing and 


Shelter Review 


An arraignment and shelter review occurs within 28 days of the shelter 


hearing. This allows the parent to admit, deny, or consent to the allegations 
within the petition for dependency and allows the court to review any shelter 
placement. 


s. 39.506, F.S. 


Adjudicatory 


Trial 


An adjudicatory trial is held within 30 days of arraignment. The judge 


determines whether a child is dependent during trial. 
s. 39.507, F.S. 


Disposition 
Hearing 


If the child is found dependent, disposition occurs within 15 days of 
arraignment or 30 days of adjudication. The judge reviews the case plan 
and placement of the child. The judge orders the case plan for the family 


and the appropriate placement of the child. 


s. 39.506, F.S. 
s. 39.521, F.S. 


Postdisposition 


Hearing 


The court may change temporary placement at a postdisposition hearing 
any time after disposition but before the child is residing in the permanent 
placement approved at a permanency hearing. 


s. 39.522, F.S. 


Judicial 


Review 
Hearings 


The court must review the case plan and placement every 6 months, or 


upon motion of a party. s. 39.701, F.S. 


Petition for 
Termination of 


Parental 
Rights 


Once the child has been out-of-home for 12 months, if DCF determines that 
reunification is no longer a viable goal, termination of parental rights is in 


the best interest of the child, and other requirements are met, a petition for 
termination of parental rights is filed. 


s. 39.802, F.S. 
s. 39.8055, F.S. 


s. 39.806, F.S. 
s. 39.810, F.S. 


Advisory 


Hearing 


This hearing is set as soon as possible after all parties have been served 
with the petition for termination of parental rights. The hearing allows the 


parent to admit, deny, or consent to the allegations within the petition for 
termination of parental rights.  


s. 39.808, F.S. 


Adjudicatory 
Hearing 


An adjudicatory trial shall be set within 45 days after the advisory hearing. 
The judge determines whether to terminate parental rights to the child at 


this trial.  
s. 39.809, F.S. 


 
Multidisciplinary Teams 
 
Florida’s child welfare system finds safe out-of-home placements for children when children cannot 
safely remain at home with parents. A child may be placed with a relative, fictive kin, licensed foster 
parent, in a group home or a residential setting.53 When a child must be moved to another placement or 
there is an important decision that must be made regarding the child, statute requires the use of a 
multidisciplinary team (MDT) staffing.54 The formation of an MDT must begin as soon as possible when 
a child is removed from the home or before a child is moved from a current placement, or within 72 
hours in an emergency situation. DCF or the CBC must invite the following to each MDT staffing, with 
reasonable efforts to have all mandatory invitees attend: 
 


 The child, unless not of an age or capacity to participate in the staffing. 


 The child’s family members and other individuals identified by the family as being important to 
the child, provided that a parent who has a no contact order or injunction, is alleged to have 
sexually abused the child, or is subject to a termination of parental rights may not participate. 


                                                 
53 R. 65C-28.004, F.A.C. 
54 S. 409.4022, F.S. 
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 The child’s current caregiver, unless the caregiver is a parent who has a no contact order or 
injunction, is alleged to have sexually abused the child, or is subject to a termination of parental 
rights. 


 A representative from DCF, other than the DCF attorney, when DCF is directly involved in the 
decision being made by the staffing.  


 A representative from the CBC, when the CBC is directly involved in decision being made by 
the staffing. 


 The child’s case manager or case manager supervisor. 
 


Additionally, based on the particular decision being made at the staffing, DCF or the CBC may also 
invite other professionals, including, but not limited to: 
 


 A representative from Children’s Medical Services, if Children’s Medical Services is involved 
with the family; 


 A guardian ad litem, if one is appointed; 


 A school personnel representative who has direct contact with the child; 


 A therapist or other behavioral health professional, if applicable;  
 A mental health professional with expertise in sibling bonding, if DCF or the CBC deems such 


expert is necessary; or  


 Other community providers of services to the child or stakeholders, when applicable. 
 


Before formulating a decision regarding the child, the members of the MDT must gather and consider 
data and information on the child which is known at the time of the staffing. The assessment conducted 
by the MDT may also use an evidence-based assessment instrument or tool that is best suited for 
determining the specific decision of the staffing and the needs of the child and family.  
 
DCF and CBC’s must follow and support an MDT decision if the MDT participants reach a unanimous 
consensus decision. However, if participants cannot come to a unanimous consensus decision, the 
MDT facilitator must notify the court and DCF within 48 hours after the conclusion on the staffing. DCF 
must then determine how to address the issues raised at the staffing by what is in the child’s best 
interest. 
 
Effect of the Bill – Child Welfare System  
 
The bill requires DCF or CBC’s to invite a representative from DJJ to MDT staffings when the child is 
dually involved with DCF and DJJ. This ensure that the necessary professionals who are involved with 
the child have an opportunity to be part of the discussion and decision being made at the MDT staffing. 


 
 Older Foster Youth 
  
 Current Situation 
 


Young adults who age out of the foster care system have trouble achieving self-sufficiency. Compared 
to young adults without foster care involvement, these young adults are less likely to earn a high school 
diploma or GED, or attend college. They are more likely to suffer from mental health problems, have a 
higher rate of criminal justice system involvement, have difficulty achieving financial independence, 
need public assistance, and experience housing instability and homelessness. 
 
In Federal Fiscal Year 2017, around 189,000 teens and young adults spent at least one day in foster 
care.55 Of those who left care during that year, more than 19,000 aged out of care. This generally 
means youth reached a state’s legal age of adulthood without reaching permanency.  
 


                                                 
55 Congressional Research Services, John H. Chafee Foster Care Program for Successful Transition to Adulthood  (Jan. 15, 2019) 
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/IF11070.pdf  



https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/IF11070.pdf





 
STORAGE NAME: h7065z1.DOCX PAGE: 14 


DATE: 4/12/2022 


  


In State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2020-21, 1,047 young adults started the year at 17 years of age in Florida’s 
foster care system.56 Of those, 862 (82%) aged out of care at the age of 18. Such foster youth can elect 
to enter Florida’s extended foster care program if they meet certain requirements. Of these, 477 
entered extended foster care and were eligible to receive foster care services until age 21 (or 22 if 
disabled). 57 


  


Independent Living Services  


Under s. 39.6035, F.S., DCF and CBC’s, in collaboration with the caregiver and any other individual 
whom the child would like to include, must assist the child in developing a transition plan out of foster 
care during the year after a child turns 16. The transition plan must address specific options for the 
child to use in obtaining services, including housing, health insurance, education, financial literacy, a 
driver license, and workforce support and employment services. The transition plan must be updated as 
needed before the child turns 18. During the transition plan process, children should be informed of all 
the independent living services Florida provides to allow the child to decide what independent living 
program would best fit his or her needs. However, statute does not currently require DCF and CBC’s to 


inform children of all the available independent living services during the transition plan process.  


Florida provides independent living services to older youth to help them transition out of foster care and 
to prepare them to become self-sufficient adults. Florida’s independent living services include extended 
foster care, which applies to young adults who were in licensed foster care upon turning 18.58 Florida 
also offers two other independent living programs: Postsecondary Education Services and Supports 
(PESS) and Aftercare Services. The following table provides information on the eligibility to participate 


in Florida’s independent living programs and the services provided by each program. 


 


 


 


 


 


Program Eligibility Services 


Extended  
Foster Care 


(EFC) 


Young adults who turned 18 in foster care and are: 


 Completing high school or its equivalent; or 


 Enrolled in college or vocational schooling; or  
 Working at least 80 hours per month. 
 


To stay in EFC, the young adult must: 
 Meet with a case manager every month. 


 Continue to participate in at least one of the required activities above. 


 Attend court reviews every six months. 


Young adults may choose to remain 
in licensed foster care and receive 
foster care services until the age of 
21 (22 with a disability).  
  


Postsecondary 
Education 


Services and 
Support 
(PESS) 


1. Young adults who turned 18 in foster care and spent at least 6 months in 
licensed out-of-home care before age 18. 


 
2. Young adults who are at least 18 and were adopted from foster care after 


age 16 or were placed with a court-approved guardian after spending at 
least 6 months in licensed foster care within the 12 months immediately 
preceding such adoption or placement; and 
 Have earned a high school diploma or equivalent; and 


 Are attending a college or vocational school that is Florida Bright 
Futures eligible.  


 $1,256 per month for: 
o Housing 
o Utilities  
o Living expenses 


 Available until the age 23.  
 


                                                 
56 Email from John Paul Fiore, Legislative Affairs Director, Florida Department of Children and Families, Updated Info, Jan. 20, 2022 
(on file with the House Children, Families, and Seniors Subcommittee).  
57 Id. 
58 Ch. 2013-178, L.O.F. 
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Aftercare 
Services 


Young adults who turned 18 while in licensed foster care, but are not yet 23, 
and 


 Are not in EFC; or 


 Are not in PESS.  


 Mentoring 


 Tutoring 


 Substance abuse treatment 
 Counseling 


 Job and career skills training 


 Temporary financial assistance for 
necessities 


 
 Postsecondary Education Services and Support Program 


 
Since the passage of the Foster Care Independence Act of 1999, federal law has encouraged states to 
create programs to support a continuum of services to youth aging out of foster care. As part of the 
Florida’s Road-to-Independence program, the Postsecondary Education Services and Support (PESS) 
program provides eligible youth with financial assistance to complete postsecondary education.  
 
DCF must advise the availability of PESS and must provide information on the criteria and application 
process for PESS to children and young adults leaving, or who were formerly in, foster care; their 
caregivers; case managers; guidance and family services counselors; principals or other relevant 
school administrators; and guardians ad litem.59 DCF or the CBC must annually determine whether a 
young adult meets the eligibility requirements for a renewal award for the subsequent year.60 PESS 
services are terminated upon the child turning 23, or if the child no longer meets eligibility requirements. 
 
Young adults in PESS drop out of postsecondary education due to limited support and financial 
hardship. The current amount received has not changed since 2013, and young adults find the amount 
inadequate to support housing and other necessities.61 Some young adults must get jobs to make up 
the difference, which results in them falling behind in meeting the academic requirements to participate 
in PESS.62  
 
Additionally, some young adults participate in PESS to receive the financial stipend but they do not 
have the skills necessary to succeed in postsecondary education and live independently.63 Although 
some CBC’s assist young adults in meeting skill deficits, there is no requirement for the young adult to 
receive an assessment and have the opportunity to strengthen skill deficits prior to participation in 
PESS. Young adults receive the financial stipend without knowing how to budget money appropriately 
to meet their financial needs. This could be the first time the young adult receives a significant amount 
of money, but there is no requirement for DCF or CBC’s to work with young adults on financial literacy. 
Young adults also exit PESS without a transition plan to live independently and be self-sufficient. There 
no requirement for DCF or CBC’s to work with young adults prior to exiting PESS to develop a 
transition plan that details how the young adult will live independently and be self-sufficient without the 
financial stipend provided under PESS.  
 
In SFY 2019-20, 809 young adults were in PESS.64  
 
Postsecondary Education Support  
 
Section 409.1452, F.S., requires the Department of Children and Families (DCF) to work in 
collaboration with the Board of Governors, the Florida College System, and the Department of 
Education to address the need for a comprehensive support structure in the academic arena to assist 


                                                 
59 S.409.1451(2)(d)1., F.S. 
60 S. 409.1451(2)(d)3., F.S. 
61 Children, Families, and Seniors Subcommittee Questions, Answered by Florida Youth SHINE Youth and Young Adults (on file with 
the Children, Families, and Seniors Subcommittee). 
62 Id.  
63 Id.  
64 Florida Department of Children and Families, Independent Living Services Annual Report (Jan. 31, 2021), 
https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/child-
welfare/lmr/docs/2021LMRs/Independent_Living_Services_2020_Annual_Report.pdf.  



https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/child-welfare/lmr/docs/2021LMRs/Independent_Living_Services_2020_Annual_Report.pdf

https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/child-welfare/lmr/docs/2021LMRs/Independent_Living_Services_2020_Annual_Report.pdf
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current or former foster youth in making the transition from a structured care system into an 
independent living setting.  
 
To accomplish this, campus coaching positions provide current and former foster youth with dedicated, 
on-campus support. DCF determines which state universities or colleges offer a campus coaching 
position based on departmental demographic data indicating the greatest need.65 The campus 
coaching positions are employees of the educational institutions. The Chancellors of the Florida 
College System and the Board of Governors must report annually to DCF specific data about the 
children and young adults served by the campus coaches. 


 
Seven out of 12 Florida universities and seven out of 28 Florida colleges have a campus-based coach 
identified on campus.66  


 
 Tuition and Fee Exemption  
 
Section 1009.25(1)(c) and (d), F.S., allows former foster youth to be exempt from the payment of tuition 
and fees at a school district that provides workforce education programs, Florida College System 
institution, or state university. A former foster youth is eligible for the exemption if that youth: 
 


 Is or was, at the time of turning 18, in the custody of DCF or in the custody of a relative or 
nonrelative participating in the Relative Caregiver Program under s. 39.5085, F.S., or the 
Guardianship Assistance Program under s. 39.6225, F.S. 


 Was placed in guardianship by the court after spending at least six months in foster care after 
turning 16.  


 Was adopted from the foster care system after May 5, 1997. 
 
 
 
 
 


Effect of the Bill – Older Foster Youth 
 
Independent Living Services  
 
The bill requires DCF and CBC’s to provide information about independent living services and 
programs during the transition plan process. The bill requires information to be tailored to the individual 
needs and plans of the child, including, at a minimum, the specific benefits of each program and how 
such benefits meet the needs and plan of the child, the advantages and disadvantages of participation 
in each program, and the financial value of each program to the child. The bill also requires the child to 
sign a document indicating that he or she received that information, discussed it \with a CBC 
representative, understands how the services and benefits would meet his or her needs and would 
assist the youth in accomplishing future plans.  
 
Postsecondary Education Services and Supports  
 
The bill increases the monthly stipend awarded to young adults in PESS from $1,256 to $1,720 to 
assist young adults in meeting their needs while in postsecondary education. 


 
The bill also requires DCF or CBC’s to assess a young adult’s financial literacy and executive 
functioning, self-regulation, and similar skills that are important for successful completion of 
postsecondary education. The bill requires such assessment to be included in the young adult’s 
transition plan required under s. 39.6035, F.S. DCF or CBC’s must do the assessment prior to the 


                                                 
65 S. 409.1452, F.S. 
66 Department of Children and Families, Agency Bill Analysis 2022 HB 7065 (Feb. 21, 2022). 
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young adult’s receiving funding for PESS and must provide information and referral to the young adult 
as needed to assist him or her in strengthening necessary skills within a reasonable time after 
completion of the assessment.  


 
The bill also requires DCF or CBC’s to work with a young adult participating in PESS to create a 
financial plan that is guided by the young adult’s financial goals to meet his or her needs while in 
postsecondary education. The financial plan must be included in the young adult’s transition plan 
required under s. 39.6035, F.S., and must be reviewed with the young adult and updated, if necessary, 
every six months until the young adult no longer receives PESS funding.  
 
The bill requires DCF or CBC’s to review with the young adult his or her transition plan required under 
s. 39.6035, F.S., during the year before the young adult graduates from postsecondary education or the 
year before the young adult turns 23, whichever occurs first. DCF or the CBC must ensure the 
transition plan includes an assessment of the young adult’s current and future needs and challenges for 
self-sufficiency and address, at a minimum, how the young adult will meet his or her financial needs 
and obligations when PESS funding is no longer provided.  
 


Postsecondary Education Support and Tuition and Fee Exemption 


The bill amends s. 409.1452, F.S., to require on-campus liaisons to provide children and young adults 
currently or formerly in foster care or who are experiencing homelessness with on-campus support. The 
bill requires each institution where a student is exempt from the payment of tuition and fees under s. 
1009.25, F.S., to have, at a minimum, a knowledgeable, accessible, and responsive staff member who 
can provide effective assistance to students in resolving any problems related to use of the exemption. 
The bill allows postsecondary institutions to provide coaching services and other supports, in addition to 
liaisons, to such students to promote their successful completion of postsecondary education and 


transition to independent living.   


The bill also requires postsecondary institutions to maintain the original documentation submitted 
regarding a child or young adult’s involvement in the child welfare system that confers eligibility for the 
tuition and fee exemption. The bill prohibits the postsecondary institution from making additional 
requests for such documentation. 


 
Children’s Initiatives  
 


Current Situation  
 
In 2008, the Legislature created s. 409.147, F.S., which established children’s initiatives. Florida 
children’s initiatives assist disadvantaged areas within the state in creating a community-based service 
network that develops, coordinates, and provides quality education, accessible health care, youth 
development programs, opportunities for employment, and safe and affordable housing for children and 
families living within that area.67 
 
Section 409.147, F.S., outlines the process for a county or municipality (or designated area) to apply to 
the Ounce of Prevention Fund of Florida, Inc. (Ounce) to designate an area as a children’s initiative. 
The governing body of the county or municipality must first adopt a resolution finding the area has 
issues related to poverty, that changes are necessary for the area to improve, and that resources are 
necessary for revitalization of the area.68 The county or municipality must then establish a children’s 
initiative planning team and develop and adopt a strategic community plan.69 Once a county or 
municipality has completed these steps, it must create a not-for-profit corporation to facilitate 
fundraising and secure broad community ownership of the children’s initiative.70  


                                                 
67 S. 409.147(1)(b), F.S.  
68 S. 409.147(4)(a), F.S. 
69 S. 409.147(5), 409.147(6), F.S. 
70 S. 409.147(7), F.S. 
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There are five children’s initiatives in Florida:71 
 


 New Town Success Zone in Jacksonville.  


 Miami Children’s Initiative. 


 Parramore Kidz Zone in Orlando. 


 Sulphur Springs Neighborhood of Promise in Tampa. 


 Overtown Children and Youth Coalition in Miami. 
 
Current law does not authorize state funding for children’s initiatives, or establish eligibility criteria for 
children’s initiatives to receive state funding. However, Ounce of Prevention has historically obtained 
nonrecurring funding for children’s initiatives through local funding requests.72 This results in varying 
services provided by each children’s initiative based on level of funding available.  


 
The Ounce of Prevention Fund of Florida 
 
The Ounce is a private, nonprofit corporation dedicated to shaping prevention policy and investing in 
innovative prevention programs that provide measurable benefits to Florida’s children, families, and 
communities.73 The Ounce identifies, funds, supports, and tests innovative programs to improve the life 
outcomes of children, preserve and strengthen families, and promote healthy behavior and functioning 
in society.74 Current law identifies the Ounce as the only organization able to designate areas in Florida 
as children’s initiatives.75  


 
Effect of the Bill – Children’s Initiatives 
 
The bill requires children’s initiatives to update strategic community plans every five years to reflect, at 
a minimum, the current status of the area served by the children’s initiative, the goals, objectives, and 
strategies for each focus area, and the tasks required to implement the strategies the following year. 
The bill requires the Ounce to directly provide technical assistance to the children’s initiative 
corporations to facilitate achievement of the strategic community plans.  
 
The bill also sets requirements for children’s initiatives to receive state funding. Unless otherwise 
specified in the general appropriations act, a children’s initiative must be awarded state funding through 
a performance-based contract that links payments to achievement of outcomes directly related to the 
goals, objectives, strategies, and tasks outlined in the strategic community plan. It also sets the priority 
for funding to go to children’s initiatives being established in counties which do not currently have an 
initiative.  
 
Child Support 
 
Current Situation  
 
Title IV-D Cases  
 
Title IV-D (IV-D) refers to Title IV, Part D of the Social Security Act, which is the federally funded, state 
administered child support enforcement program.76 The IV-D program is administered by the federal 
Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), within the United States Department of Health and 


                                                 
71 The Ounce of Prevention Fund of Florida, Children’s Initiative Communities in Florida, https://ounce.org/fci_communities.html (last 
visited Feb. 1, 2022). 
72 See, e.g., Fiscal Year 2021-22, Conference Report of SB 2500, specific appropriations 1180 and 1502; Fiscal Year 2020 -21, 
Conference Report of HB 5001, specific appropriations 1196. 
73 The Ounce of Prevention Fund of Florida, https://www.ounce.org/ (last visited Jan. 28, 2022).  
74 Id. 
75 S. 409.147(4), F.S. 
76 42 U.S.C. ss. 651, et. seq.  
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Human Services. The OCSE oversees the national child support program and partners with state and 
local child support agencies to encourage parental responsibility so that children receive financial, 
emotional, and medical support from both parents, even when they live in separate households.77 The 
OCSE does not provide services directly to families, but helps state child support agencies develop, 
manage, and operate their child support programs effectively and according to federal law.  78  
 
As Florida’s IV-D agency,79 the Department of Revenue (DOR) is responsible for collecting and 
enforcing child support.80 The Child Support Program provides child support services to over one 
million children and collects over a billion dollars in child support each year.81 The Child Support 
Program works with parents, employers, financial institutions, the Internal Revenue Service, state and 
local agencies, and courts throughout the state to receive timely child support payments and also works 
with families and partners to:82 
 


 Locate parents, employers, and assets; 


 Establish paternity; 


 Establish and modify child support orders; 


 Collect and disburse child support payments; and 
 Monitor and enforce child support orders.  


 
Child support services are available even if a parent lives in another state or country. To receive the no-
cost services from the Child Support Program, families either complete an application for services or 
are automatically referred because a parent is receiving cash or food assistance.83 


 
The DOR offers child support services in all but two Florida counties, partnering with the State 
Attorney's Office for services in Miami-Dade County and the Manatee County Clerk of Court for 
services in Manatee County.  
 
Other than contacting DOR directly, there is currently no accessible resource for obligors who are 
having difficulty paying child support due to economic hardship.  
 
Non-IV-D Cases 


 
A non-IV-D child support case is a case in which a court has determined that income withholding for 
support is required and neither the employee/obligor nor the custodial party/obligee has applied for, or 
is receiving, child support services through their state’s IV-D agency. 


 
Delinquent Child Support Payments 
 
When an obligor is delinquent in making required child support payments, DOR may increase the 
amount of the monthly support obligation to include amounts for delinquencies.84 If the obligor is not 
subject to income deductions, DOR must notify the obligor of his or her delinquency and of DOR’s 
intent to require an additional 20 percent of the monthly obligation amount to allow for collection of the 
delinquency unless, within 20 days, the obligor pays the delinquency in full or files a petition with the 
circuit court to contest the delinquency status.85  


                                                 
77 Id.  
78 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), An Office of the Administration for 
Children & Families, About the Office of Child Support Enforcement, https://www.acf.hhs.gov/css/about (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
79 S. 409.2557(1), F.S.  
80 See s. 61.13, F.S.  
81 Florida Department of Revenue (DOR), Child Support Program: Overview 2019, 
https://floridarevenue.com/childsupport/Documents/pdf/CS-1003x_Child_Support_Overview_Presentation_External_2020_FFY_2018-
19.pdf (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
82 Id. at 7. 
83 Id. at 5.  
84 S. 409.2564(9)(a), F.S.  
85 S. 409.2564(9)(b), F.S.  



https://www.acf.hhs.gov/css/about

https://floridarevenue.com/childsupport/Documents/pdf/CS-1003x_Child_Support_Overview_Presentation_External_2020_FFY_2018-19.pdf

https://floridarevenue.com/childsupport/Documents/pdf/CS-1003x_Child_Support_Overview_Presentation_External_2020_FFY_2018-19.pdf





 
STORAGE NAME: h7065z1.DOCX PAGE: 20 


DATE: 4/12/2022 


  


 
Statue currently doesn’t require the notification information to include information on how the obligor 
can access services if the obligor is having trouble paying child support due to economic hardship. 


 
Non-Custodial Parent Employment Program 
 
The Non-Custodial Parent Employment Program (NCPEP) assists unemployed or underemployed 
noncustodial parents in establishing a pattern of regular child support payments by obtaining and 
maintaining employment.86 The NCPEP currently serves families in Hernando, Hillsborough, Pasco, 
Pinellas, and Miami-Dade counties. Since 1996, the program has assisted 20,070 unduplicated clients 
impacting 52,182 children. In 2020-21, over 67 percent of NCPEP clients obtained and maintained 
employment.87 
 
Effect of the Bill – Child Support 
 
The bill requires DOR to establish on its website a dedicated webpage that provides information to 
obligors who have difficulty paying child support due to economic hardship, and provide a link to the 
webpage on the main child support page. The bill requires the webpage to be in plain language, and 
include, at a minimum, information on how an obligor can modify a child support order, information on 
how to access services from CareerSource Florida and organizations receiving grants that assist non-
custodial parents meet child support obligations, and hyperlinks to the CareerSource Florida website. 
 
The bill requires the delinquent child support payments notification provided to obligors to be in writing 
and include information on how the obligor can access the webpage mentioned above and information 
on how to access services through CareerSource Florida and organizations receiving grants that assist 
non-custodial parents meet child support obligations.  
 
The bill requires Department of Economic Opportunity to award grants to organizations that assist non-
custodial parents, who are unemployed or underemployed and have difficulty meeting child support 
obligations, become self-sufficient and establish a successful pattern of meeting child support 
payments. 


 
DCF Reports 


 
Current Situation  
 
Several statutes require DCF to submit reports on various topics to the Legislature: 
 


 False Hotline Reports: Section 39.205(7), F.S., requires DCF to submit an annual report 
detailing the number of false reports referred to law enforcement for consideration of an 
investigation. This report has consistently indicated that the vast majority of hotline reports are 
made in good faith. In FY 2019-20, 0.18 percent of reports were suspected as being false. For 
the last five fiscal years, the percent of false reports have been below 0.30%, with a five-year 
average of 0.18%.  


 CBC Financial Review: Section 409.996(3), F.S. requires DCF to annually conduct a 
comprehensive, multiyear review of the revenues, expenditures, and financial positions of 
CBC’s. The report must cover the most recent two consecutive fiscal years. The review must 
include a comprehensive system-of-care analysis and all CBC’s must develop and maintain a 
plan to achieve financial viability. DCF’s review and CBC plans must be submitted to the 
Governor and the Legislature by November 1 of each year. DCF reconciles all CBC accounting 


                                                 
86 Gulf Coast Jewish Family and Community Services, Inc., Children & Family Services, 
https://gulfcoastjewishfamilyandcommunityservices.org/children-family-service/ (last visited Feb. 7, 2022). 
87 Gulf Coast Jewish Family and Community Services, Inc., Non-Custodial Parent Employment Program: 2020-2021,  
https://gulfcoastjewishfamilyandcommunityservices.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/NCPEP_Results_Aug2021.pdf.  



https://gulfcoastjewishfamilyandcommunityservices.org/children-family-service/

https://gulfcoastjewishfamilyandcommunityservices.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/NCPEP_Results_Aug2021.pdf
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for the prior fiscal year around September 30, which cause a tight turnaround for finalization and 
review of the required report.  


 Performance Report: S. 409.997(3), F.S., requires DCF to submit an annual Results Oriented 
Accountability performance report to the Governor and the Legislature by October 1 of each 
year. The report describes the current status of the community-based child welfare system of 
care. Because the current due date of the report is October 1 of each year, it uses draft data 
from May and June for the fiscal year. This does not allow inclusion of final annualized child 
welfare data for the fiscal year.  
 


Effect of the Bill – DCF Reports 
 
The bill amends several statutes to remove or adjust the due dates for legislatively required reports. 
Specifically, the bill: 
 


 Repeals the requirement to submit a report to the Governor and the Legislature on false 
reporting of child abuse, abandonment, and neglect.  


 Amends the due date of the CBC financial review report to be December 1 rather than 
November 1. This change will allow DCF more time to reconcile all CBC accounting for the 
prior fiscal year.  


 Amends the due date of the performance report to be November 15 rather than October 1. This 
allows the inclusion of final annualized child welfare data for the fiscal year. 


 
The bill provides an effective date of July 1, 2022.  


 


II.  FISCAL ANALYSIS & ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 
  


A. FISCAL IMPACT ON STATE GOVERNMENT: 
 
1. Revenues: 


 
None. 
 


2. Expenditures: 
 
The bill has a significant, negative, recurring fiscal impact on DEO and DCF. The FY 2022-23 GAA 
provides $60,173,128 to fund various provisions of the bill.  The GAA includes the following 
appropriations attributable to the estimated costs of the bill: 
 


 $27,585,000 in recurring general revenue to DCF to award grants that expand mentorship 
programs for at-risk boys, grants that address the comprehensive needs of fathers, grants 
specifically for evidence-based programs that provide parenting education for fathers, and 
for the Responsible Fatherhood Initiative. 


 $4,200,000 in recurring general revenue to DCF to fund new or existing Children’s 
Initiatives.  


 $4,420,000 in recurring general revenue to the Department of Health to integrate fatherhood 
programs into home visiting programs.  


 $7,050,000 in recurring general revenue to the Department of Economic Opportunity to 
award grants to entities to provide Non-Custodial Parent Employment Programs statewide.  


 
The bill has a negative fiscal impact on CBC’s to implement its provisions related to hiring father 
engagement specialists and increasing the financial stipends to young adults participating in the 
Postsecondary Education Services and Support (PESS) program, which is funded through the FY 
2022-23 GAA. Specifically, the GAA appropriates: 
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 $2,855,376 in recurring general revenue to hire father engagement specialists and to 
enhance services to fathers of children involved, or at-risk of involvement, in the child 
welfare system. 


 $8,352,000 in recurring general revenue to increase the PESS financial assistance stipend. 


 $5,710,752 in recurring general revenue to support former foster youth success in PESS, 
including readiness assessments before entering postsecondary education and helping 
enhance the skills of such young adults, providing ongoing support after entering 
postsecondary education, and creating transition plans to ensure a successful transition to 
adulthood after completion of the PESS program. 


 
B. FISCAL IMPACT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 


 
1. Revenues: 


 
None. 
 
 
 


2. Expenditures: 
 
None. 


 
C. DIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACT ON PRIVATE SECTOR: 


 
 


D. FISCAL COMMENTS: 
 
None. 





https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/s7-ep-1-get-married-or-go-home/id1315040130?i=1000564733822
https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2022/06/27/1970-woman-went-jail-an-abortion-now-it-could-happen-again/https:/www.nytimes.com/1971/12/04/archives/shes-fighting-conviction-for-aborting-her-child.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/abortion/


restricted states. https://www.nacdl.org/getattachment/ce0899a0-3588-42d0-b351-
23b9790f3bb8/abortion-in-america-how-legislative-overreach-is-turning-reproductive-rights-
into-criminal-wrongs.pdf (concluding that “the nation stands at the precipice of an
extraordinary new wave of criminalization” with states prepared to arrest and prosecute
abortion providers, people who have abortions, their family members, and all those who assist
them).

Direct Costs – Foster Care System

Other direct costs associated with the increase in entry to Florida’s foster care system may be
estimated. For a discussion of predicted increases in children entering the foster care system in
abortion restriction-states post Dobbs, see https://www.cwdatasolutions.com/post/forecasting-
the-impact-of-abortion-law-changes-on-state-foster-care-systems;
https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/2023/7/9/23786276/foster-care-adoption-system-poverty-
neglect-dobbs-abortion (data scientist predicting that the Dobbs verdict could mean an 8 to 11
percent increase, or an additional 3,600 to 4,400 children, in the Texas foster care system by
2040, relative to the baseline forecast). In case useful, I’ve attached a fiscal analysis from 2022
that may be helpful that outlines foster care direct costs per placement and other direct costs.

Looking forward to the Nov. 1st, 9am, Principals’ Workshop.

Best regards,
Kara

Kara Gross | Legislative Director & Senior Policy Counsel
American Civil Liberties Union of Florida 
Direct 786.363.4436 | kgross@aclufl.org | www.aclufl.org
Pronouns: she, her, hers

https://www.nacdl.org/getattachment/ce0899a0-3588-42d0-b351-23b9790f3bb8/abortion-in-america-how-legislative-overreach-is-turning-reproductive-rights-into-criminal-wrongs.pdf


Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?

10/28/2015

Pub Rec/Low-THC Cannabis Patient Registry/DOH: Exempts 
from public records requirements personal identifying information 
of patients & physicians held by DOH in low-THC cannabis patient 
registry or former compassionate use registry; exempts information 
related to ordering & dispensing low-THC cannabis; authorizes 
specified persons & entities access to exempt information; requires 
that information released from registry remain confidential; 
provides penalty; provides for future legislative review & repeal; 
provides statement of public necessity. Effective Date: on the 
same date that HB 63, or similar legislation establishing an 
electronic system to record a physician's orders for, and a patient's 
use of, low-THC cannabis takes effect

HB 65
12/15/2015 House - Withdrawn prior to 

introduction -HJ 12 Steube + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO

10/28/2015

Controlled Substances: Schedules Mitragynine & 7-
Hydroxymitragynine, constituents of Kratom, in schedule of 
controlled substances provides an exception from scheduling for 
any drug product approved by USDA which contains Mitragynine 
or 7-Hydroxymitragynine; reenacts related provisions. Effective 
Date: October 1, 2016

HB 73
3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 

Committee Jacobs no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO

10/28/2015

Electronic Monitoring Devices: Prohibits person from removing, 
destroying, altering, tampering with, damaging, or circumventing 
operation of electronic monitoring device being worn or used 
pursuant to court order or order by Commission on Offender 
Review; prohibits request or solicitation of person to perform such 
act; provides criminal penalties; specifies that DOC may 
electronically monitor offender sentenced to community control 
when court has imposed electronic monitoring as condition of 
community control. Effective Date: October 1, 2016

HB 75 3/9/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-15 Torres + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO
1

10/28/2015

Controlled Substances; Authorizing a defendant to move to 
depart from the mandatory minimum term of imprisonment of 3 
years and from the mandatory fine for a drug trafficking violation 
involving a specified quantity of a specified controlled substance; 
authorizing the state attorney to file an objection to the motion; 
authorizing the sentencing court to grant the motion if the court 
finds that the defendant has demonstrated by a preponderance of 
the evidence that specified criteria are met, etc. Effective Date: 
7/1/2016 

SB 84
3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 

Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal and Civil Justice

HB 327*
3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 

Justice Subcommittee Joyner , Powell - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO

10/28/2015

Offenses Involving Electronic Benefits Transfer Cards: 
Specifies acts that constitute trafficking in food assistance benefits 
cards that are subject to criminal penalties; prohibits specified acts 
relating to sales or offers of sale of electronic benefits transfer 
cards. Effective Date: October 1, 2016

HB 105
2/2/2016 - Laid on Table, refer to 

CS/SB 218 Smith (J) + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO
2

10/28/2015

Persons Subject to Final Deportation Orders: Prohibits presence 
within state of persons subject to final deportation orders unless 
such orders have been stayed pending judicial review. Effective 
Date: October 1, 2016

SB 118 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Judiciary HB 9
3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 

Committee Hutson, Trujillo no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO
3

10/28/2015

Self-Defense Protection Act: Designates act "Self-Defense 
Protection Act"; extends exception to certain mandatory minimum 
sentences if use or threatened use of force was justifiable under 
specified provisions to cases other than those involving aggravated 
assault; revises required written findings. Effective Date: upon 
becoming a law

HB 135
2/2/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/SB 228 -HJ 351 Combee - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO
4

10/28/2015

Trade Secrets: Includes financial information in provisions 
prohibiting theft, embezzlement, or unlawful copying of trade 
secrets; provides penalties; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: 
October 1, 2016

CS/SB 180 2/25/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-5 CS/HB 55
1/26/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/SB 180 -HJ 281 Richter, Pilon + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES

10/28/2015

Offenses Committed on Real Estate Agents; Providing for 
reclassification of specified offenses committed on real estate 
brokers, broker associates, or sales associates, etc. Effective 
Date: 10/1/2016

SB 214
3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 

Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal and Civil Justice

HB 47 3/11/2016 House - Died on Calendar Detert, Passidomo + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO

10/28/2015

Offenses Involving Electronic Benefits Transfer Cards; 
Specifying acts that constitute trafficking in food assistance 
benefits cards and are subject to criminal penalties; providing 
criminal penalties, etc. Effective Date: 10/1/2016 

CS/SB 218 4/6/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-185 Hutson + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES

Last Action of identical bill
CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

10/28/2015

Mandatory Minimum Sentences; Deleting aggravated assault 
from the list of convictions which carry a minimum term of 
imprisonment if during the commission of the offense the convicted 
person possessed a firearm or destructive device; deleting 
aggravated assault from the list of convictions which carry a 
minimum term of imprisonment if during the commission of the 
offense the convicted person possessed a semiautomatic firearm 
and its high-capacity detachable box magazine or a machine gun, 
etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016

CS/SB 228 2/25/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-7 Bean - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. YES

10/28/2015

Terroristic Threats: Provides that person commits crime of 
terroristic threats if he or she communicates, directly or indirectly, 
threat to do specified acts; requires person convicted to, in addition 
to other restitution ordered, pay restitution in an amount equal to 
cost of evacuation. Effective Date: October 1, 2016

HB 257
3/7/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/CS/SB 436 -HJ 869 Smith (J) + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO
5

10/28/2015

Criminal Prosecution of Juveniles: Authorizes additional 
circumstances for discretionary direct filing of charges against 
certain juveniles; requires state attorney to consider specified 
criteria in determining whether to recommend to court that child be 
transferred for criminal prosecution as adult; requires state 
attorney to file written explanation if he or she decides to file 
information against child; authorizes child to request, in writing, 
certain hearing; requires court to retain jurisdiction of child if child 
or his or her counsel does not meet certain evidentiary burden of 
proof. Effective Date: July 1, 2016

SB 282 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 239

10/19/2015 House - Withdrawn prior to 
introduction -HJ 24 Smith (C), Narain - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO

10/28/2015

Installation of Tracking Devices or Tracking Applications; 
Revising an exception to a prohibition on the installation of tracking 
devices or applications to specify that the exception does not apply 
to the installation of such devices or applications when done 
through intentionally deceptive means or when done knowingly in 
the commission of a crime, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016 

SB 298 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/HB 151 -SJ 710 HB 151 3/11/2016 Senate - Died on Calendar Evers, Cortes (B) no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO

5

10/28/2015

Weapons and Firearms; Providing for construction of statutes that 
implicate the right to bear arms or engage in self-defense; 
specifying that a law enforcement officer may arrest a person for 
the unlicensed carrying of a concealed weapon only upon probable 
cause that such a violation is being committed; providing that a 
person licensed to carry a concealed firearm or weapon may also 
openly carry such firearm or weapon; providing that a person or 
entity who infringes on specified rights of an individual may be 
subject to liability under specified provisions, etc. Effective Date: 
Upon becoming a law 

CS/SB 300 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Judiciary CS/HB 163
3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 

Justice Gaetz (D), Gaetz (M) - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO
6

10/28/2015

Crimes Evidencing Prejudice: Provides for enhancement of 
penalties for offense if commission of offense evidences prejudice 
based on victim's employment as officer of the court, correctional 
officer, or as first responder; provides for reporting concerning 
such offenses. Effective Date: October 1, 2016

HB 309
3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 

Appropriations Subcommittee Porter + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO
7

10/28/2015

Sentencing in Capital Felonies; Requiring that an advisory 
sentence of death be made by a unanimous recommendation of 
the jury after a defendant’s conviction or adjudication of guilt for a 
capital felony or capital drug trafficking felony; requiring the court 
to instruct the jury that, in order for the jury to recommend to the 
court that the death penalty be imposed, the jury must find that 
sufficient aggravating circumstances exist which outweigh the 
mitigating circumstances found to exist, etc. Effective Date: 
7/1/2016

SB 330 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 157

3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Altman, Rodriguez (J) no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO

8

10/28/2015

Use or Threatened Use of Defensive Force: Provides legislative 
findings & intent; provides for retroactive application; specifies that 
once prima facie claim of self-defense immunity has been raised, 
burden of proof shall be on party seeking to overcome immunity 
from criminal prosecution; entitles criminal defendants who 
successfully claim such immunity to award of specified costs, 
attorney fees, & related expenses; specifies procedure for 
reimbursement requests; requires reimbursements to be paid from 
operating trust fund of state attorney who prosecuted defendant; 
limits amount of award. Effective Date: upon becoming a law

CS/SB 344 3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee HB 169 1/12/2016 House - Introduced -HJ 19 Bradley, Baxley - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO

9



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

10/28/2015

Transmission of Pornography: Revises terminology; provides 
that each act of sending or delivering child pornography is 
separate offense; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 
2016

HB 365
3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 

Committee Kerner + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO
10

10/28/2015

Violation of an Injunction for Protection; Providing enhanced 
criminal penalties for a third or subsequent violation of an 
injunction for protection against specified acts of violence or a 
foreign protection order issued under specified provisions, etc. 
Effective Date: 10/1/2016

SB 380 4/6/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-187 HB 101
3/8/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/SB 380 -HJ 925 
Abruzzo, Rodriguez 

(J)
+ indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. YES

11

10/28/2015

 Landlords and Tenants; Providing criminal penalties for specified 
prohibited practices by a landlord relating to maintenance of the 
premises, retaliatory conduct, and other protections, etc. Effective 
Date: 10/1/2016 

SB 474 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 53

3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Braynon, Campbell + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO

10/28/2015

Slungshot: Deletes provisions prohibiting manufacture or sale of 
instrument or weapon usually known as slungshot; revises 
definition of term "concealed weapon" to delete inclusion of 
slungshot; deletes provision prohibiting dealer in arms from selling 
or transferring slungshot to minor. Effective Date: upon becoming 
a law

SB 612 3/3/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to HB 4009 -SJ 623 HB 4009 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-106 Hays, Combee - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. YES

10/28/2015

Death Penalty: Deletes provisions providing for death penalty for 
capital felonies; deletes associated provisions, including provisions 
relating to representation in death penalty cases, capital collateral 
representation, jurors in capital cases, prohibiting imposition of 
death sentence on defendant with mental retardation, 
determination of whether to impose sentence of death or life 
imprisonment for capital felony or capital drug trafficking felony, 
issuance of warrant of execution, stay of execution of death 
sentence, proceedings when person under sentence of death 
appears to be insane, proceedings when person under sentence of 
death appears to be pregnant, grounds for death warrant, 
execution of death sentence, prohibition against reduction of death 
sentence as result of determination that method of execution is 
unconstitutional, sentencing orders in capital cases, regulation of 
execution, transfer to state prison for safekeeping before death 
warrant issued, return of warrant of execution issued by Governor, 
sentence of death unexecuted for unjustifiable reasons, & return of 
warrant of execution issued by Supreme Court. Effective Date: 
July 1, 2016

HB 4015
3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 

Justice Subcommittee Rehwinkel Vasilinda no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO
12

1/5/2016

Reentry into State by Certain Persons: Prohibits entry to, or 
presence within, the state of persons denied admission, excluded, 
deported, or removed unless U.S. Attorney General consents to 
admission or federal law does not require advance consent. 
Effective Date: October 1, 2016

CS/HB 9
3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 

Committee Trujillo, Santiago no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO
13

1/5/2016

Electronic Monitoring Devices: Prohibits person from removing, 
destroying, altering, tampering with, damaging, or circumventing 
operation of electronic monitoring device being worn or used 
pursuant to court order or order by Commission on Offender 
Review; prohibits request or solicitation of person to perform such 
act; provides criminal penalties; specifies that DOC may 
electronically monitor offender sentenced to community control 
when court has imposed electronic monitoring as condition of 
community control. Effective Date: October 1, 2016

CS/HB 75 3/9/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-15 Torres, Plakon, 

Watson (C)
+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES

1/5/2016

Public Assistance Fraud: Specifies acts that constitute trafficking 
in food assistance benefits; prohibits specified acts relating to 
possession & sale of electronic benefit transfer cards for food 
assistance benefits issued to other persons; removes reference to 
s. 414.39(2), F.S., relating to unauthorized use, possession, 
forgery, or alteration of certain food assistance program & 
Medicaid identification, from offense severity ranking chart; 
reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 2016

CS/HB 105
2/2/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/SB 218 -HJ 340

 Smith (J), 

Baxley, Harrell, Pilon,  

Van Zant 

+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

1/5/2016

Juvenile Justice: Revises circumstances when state attorney may 
file information when child of certain age range commits or 
attempts to commit specified crimes; removes requirement that 
state attorney file information; prohibits transfer of child based on 
child's competency; requires DJJ to collect specified data; provides 
specified sanctions to which juvenile may be sentenced; prohibits 
sentence from exceeding maximum adult term; revises criteria in 
determining whether to impose juvenile or adult sanctions; requires 
adult court to enter order including specific findings of fact & 
reasons for its decision; requires court to consider reports; revises 
how child may be sanctioned; removes requirement to impose 
adult sanctions; requires court to explain basis for imposing adult 
sanctions; revises when juvenile sanctions may be imposed. 
Effective Date: July 1, 2016

CS/HB 129
3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 

Appropriations Subcommittee

 Edwards, 

Campbell, Lee Jr. 

(L), Narain, Rouson 

- indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO

1/5/2016

 Mandatory Minimum Sentences: Removes aggravated assault 
from lists of convictions that carry minimum term of imprisonment 
in certain circumstances; removes provision prohibiting court from 
imposing mandatory minimum sentence for conviction for 
aggravated assault if court makes specified written findings; 
reenacts provisions. Effective Date: July 1, 2016

CS/HB 135
2/2/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/SB 228 -HJ 351

Combee, Edwards, 

Baxley, Costello, Drak

e, Rouson, Van Zant

- indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO

1/5/2016

Offenses by Illegal Immigrants; Requiring specified offenses to 
be reclassified if committed by an illegal immigrant; specifying the 
reclassification of these offenses and enhancement of the level of 
the ranking for purposes of sentencing, etc. Effective Date: 
7/1/2016 

SB 150 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice Hutson + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO

1/5/2016

Terroristic Threats: Provides that person commits crime of 
terroristic threats if he or she threatens to commit crime of 
violence; provides criminal penalties; requires payment of 
restitution. Effective Date: July 1, 2016

CS/HB 257
3/7/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/CS/SB 436 -HJ 869

Smith (J), Baxley, 

Peters, Pilon, Spano, 

Van Zant

+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES
14

1/5/2016

Juvenile Justice; Revising the circumstances under which a state 
attorney may file an information when a child of a certain age 
range commits or attempts to commit specified crimes; revising the 
crimes and the age of a child who is subject to the jurisdiction of a 
circuit court; requiring the adult court to render an order including 
specific findings of fact and the reasons for its decision; removing 
a provision that requires a court to impose adult sanctions under 
certain circumstances, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016 

SB 314 3/11/2016 House - Died in Messages Diaz de la Portilla - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO

1/5/2016

Pornography: Revises definitions; revises terminology to provide 
for separate offenses of computer pornography under certain 
circumstances; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 
2016

CS/HB 365
3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 

Committee Kerner, Watson (C) + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO

1/5/2016

Controlled Substances: Provides minimum mandatory term of 
imprisonment for specified violations committed in dwelling; 
creates offense of trafficking in synthetic drugs; provides specified 
offenses involving 250 grams or more of specified controlled 
substances; provides specified minimum terms of imprisonment & 
fines based on quantity involved in offense; adds specified 
trafficking provisions to offense severity ranking chart of Criminal 
Punishment Code; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 
2016

CS/HB 385
3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 

Appropriations Subcommittee

 Porter, 

Baxley, Burgess, Van 

Zant

+ sig. + sig. + sig. + sig. + sig. NO

1/5/2016

Human Trafficking: Includes human trafficking as predicate 
offense for felony murder; prohibits permanently branding, or 
directing permanent branding, of victim of human trafficking; 
provides that licensed massage therapist may not receive new or 
renewal license if applicant is convicted of certain prostitution 
offenses in conjunction with massage establishment; provides that 
licensed massage establishment may not receive new or renewal 
license if specified persons connected with it are convicted of 
certain prostitution offenses in conjunction with massage 
establishment; provides that minors may not be charged with 
specified prostitution offenses; requires person convicted of 
specified racketeering offenses to register as sexual predator or 
sexual offender; reenacts provisions. Effective Date: October 1, 
2016

CS/HB 545 3/9/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-24 Spano, Diaz (M), 

 Hill, Van Zant
+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO

15

First degree murder when an unlawful killing is committed by a 
person engaged in the perpetration of human trafficking + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

Person can only be convicted of branding a victim of human 
trafficking if it is for the purpose of committing or facilitating an 
offense of human trafficking

- insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.

Reclassification to increased degree of felony if person causes 
great bodily harm, permanent disability, or permanent 
disfigurement

+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Increasing the current 1st degree misdemeanor to an unranked, 
3rd degree felony for a second or subsequent violation of renting 
space to be used for lewdness, assignation, or prostitution

+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Reclassifying the 2nd degree misdemeanor offense as an 
unranked, 3rd degree felony if the place, structure, building, or 
conveyance that is owned, established, maintained, or operated 
for prostitution is a massage establishment

+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Increasing the age to 18 years of age or older for someone to be 
charged with the offense of offering to commit, or to commit, or to 
engage in, prostitution, lewdness, or assignation

- insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.

Adds racketeeringto the qualifying offenses for sexual offender 
and sexual predator if the court has made written findings that the 
racketeering activity involved at least one sexual offense included 
in the definition of sexual predator or sexual offender or the 
offense involved  sexual intent or motive

+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

1/5/2016

Mental Health Services in the Criminal Justice System: Expands 
eligibility for military veterans & servicemembers for certain 
programs; authorizes creation of mental health court programs; 
authorizes county court to order conditional release of defendant 
for outpatient care & treatment; requires Forensic Hospital 
Diversion Pilot Program in specified judicial circuits; provides for 
courts to order certain defendants on probation or community 
control to postadjudicatory mental health court programs; expands 
eligibility requirements for certain pretrial intervention programs; 
provides eligibility of misdemeanor defendants for misdemeanor 
pretrial mental health court programs; authorizes pretrial mental 
health court programs for certain juvenile offenders. Effective 
Date: July 1, 2016

CS/SB 604 3/8/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/CS/HB 439 -SJ 834 CS/HB 439 3/28/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-127 Diaz de la Portilla , 

McBurney, Kerner
- indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. YES

1/5/2016 Cannabis: Removes cannabis from schedule of controlled 
substances; conforms provisions. Effective Date: July 1, 2016

SB 616 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Regulated 
Industries HB 4021

3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee

Bullard , Rehwinkel 

Vasilinda, Berman
-188 -376 -445 -475 -485 NO

1/5/2016

Controlled Substances; Requiring a mandatory minimum term of 
imprisonment for specified violations committed in a dwelling; 
creating the offense of trafficking in synthetic drugs; providing 
specified offenses involving 250 grams or more of specified 
controlled substances; requiring specified mandatory minimum 
terms of imprisonment and fines based on the quantity involved in 
the offense, etc. Effective Date: 10/1/2016 

SB 640 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice Grimsley + sig. + sig. + sig. + sig. + sig. NO

1/5/2016

Reimbursement of Assessments: Prohibits agent or attorney 
representing claimant from directly or indirectly requesting, 
receiving, or obtaining reimbursement from claimant for 
assessments charged to agent or attorney by U.S. Department of 
Veterans Affairs; provides penalties. Effective Date: July 1, 2016

HB 821 4/14/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-228 Rooney + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES
16

1/5/2016

Fraudulent Activities Associated with Payment Systems: 

Revises felony classification for unlawful conveyance of fuel; 
reduces number of counterfeit credit cards that person can be in 
possession of to qualify as unlawful; ranks offenses. Effective 
Date: October 1, 2016

SB 912 4/1/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-173 HB 761*
3/7/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/CS/CS/SB 912 -HJ 869
Flores , Young, Diaz 

(M)
+ insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES

17



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

1/5/2016

Child Pornography: Repeals existing provisions relating to sexual 
performance by child; prohibits person from using child in sexual 
performance; prohibits person from promoting sexual performance 
by child; prohibits person from possessing with intent to promote 
child pornography; prohibits person from knowingly possessing, 
controlling, or intentionally viewing child pornography; requires 
certain conditions of supervision be imposed on certain offenders; 
prohibits certain offenders from being placed on administrative 
probation; provides that each act of transmitting child pornography 
is separate offense; conforms provisions; reenacts provisions. 
Effective Date: October 1, 2016

HB 7055
3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 

Committee Spano + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO

1/29/2016

Mental or Physical Disabilities; Citing this act as "Carl's Law"; 
deleting enhanced penalties for crimes evidencing prejudice based 
on mental or physical disability; deleting the definition of the term 
“mental or physical disability”; defining the term “mental or physical 
disability”; creating enhanced penalties for crimes evidencing 
prejudice based on mental or physical disability, etc. Effective 
Date: 10/1/2016

SB 356 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to HB 387 -SJ 657 HB 387 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-81 Hutson , Stevenson no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact YES

1/29/2016

Law Enforcement Officer Body Cameras; Requiring a law 
enforcement agency that authorizes its law enforcement officers to 
wear body cameras to establish policies and procedures 
addressing the proper use, maintenance, and storage of body 
cameras and the data recorded by body cameras; requiring such 
policies and procedures to include specified information; requiring 
that data recorded by body cameras be retained in accordance 
with specified requirements, etc. Effective Date: Upon becoming a 
law  

SB 418 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to HB 93 -SJ 665 HB 93 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-76 Smith , Jones (S) - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. YES

1/29/2016

Viatical Settlements: Revises provisions concerning viatical 
settlement providers; adds act that warrants imposition of 
administrative penalties against viatical settlement provider 
licensees; specifies procedures, authorized acts, & prohibited acts 
related to execution of viatical settlement contracts; provides 
criminal penalties for violation of such prohibitions; specifies 
authorized & prohibited acts by insurers related to viatical 
settlement providers; provides that certain agreements & 
transactions relating to stranger-originated life insurance practices 
are void & unenforceable. Effective Date: July 1, 2016

CS/HB 445 3/11/2016 House - Died on Calendar Stark, Roberson + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO

1/29/2016

Sexual Predators; Providing criminal penalties for convicted 
sexual predators who use or operate a drone to view or record an 
image of a minor under certain circumstances, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016 

SB 510 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 1301*

3/11/2016 House - Died in Judiciary 
Committee Hukill , Metz + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO
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1/29/2016

Crimes Evidencing Prejudice; Providing for the enhancement of 
penalties for an offense if the commission of the offense evidences 
prejudice based on the victim’s employment as an officer of the 
court, a correctional officer, or as a first responder; providing for 
reporting concerning such offenses, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016 

SB 652 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice Dean + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. NO

1/29/2016

Theft; Increasing the minimum monetary value that must be 
attributed to certain property for the theft of such property to reach 
the threshold for prosecution as a felony of the third degree or a 
misdemeanor of the first degree, under specified circumstances; 
authorizing a state attorney to establish a retail theft diversion 
program for the purpose of diverting offenders from criminal 
prosecution if the offender meets certain criteria, etc. Effective 
Date: 7/1/2016

SB 714 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 1145*

3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Joyner , Stafford -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. NO

1/29/2016

Corrections: Revises method of appointment for Secretary of 
Corrections; creates Florida Corrections Commission; revises 
definition of "victim injury" by removing prohibition on assessing 
certain victim injury sentence points for sexual misconduct by an 
employee of DOC or private correctional facility; expands DOC's 
security review committee functions; revises provisions relating to 
use of force; revises reporting requirements; requires DOC to 
measure recidivism; revises provisions relating to trust funds; 
prohibits purchase of weight-training equipment; requires DOC to 
consider needs of inmates over 50 years of age; allows inmate & 
others to hire & pay for an independent medical evaluation; 
specifies purpose for outside evaluations; expands eligibility for 
conditional medical release. Effective Date: July 1, 2016

HB 755
3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 

Justice Subcommittee Bracy -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. NO



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

Include victim injury points in calculating sentencing score. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.
Educational Attainment Gain Time -126 -66 -66 -66 -66
Employees of private providers employees to 3rd degree felony for 
neglect. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Expands conditional release to include elderly and infirm inmates. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig.

1/29/2016

Human Trafficking; Providing that a licensed massage 
establishment may not receive a new or renewal license if 
specified persons connected with it are convicted of renting space 
to be used for lewdness, assignation, or prostitution; eliminating 
coercion as an element of certain human trafficking offenses; 
providing that minors may not be charged with specified 
prostitution offenses; requiring a person convicted of specified 
racketeering offenses to register as a sexual predator or sexual 
offender under certain circumstances, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016 

CS/SB 784 2/24/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, 
refer to CS/CS/HB 545 -SJ 487 CS/CS/HB 545* 3/9/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-24 Flores , Spano + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES

Unlawful killing commited committed by person engaged in human 
trafficking classified as frist degree murder. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Conviction of branding a victim of human trafficking limited to 
purpose of commiting an offense of human trafficking. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.

Reclassifies degree of felony for causing great bodily harm during 
human trafficking. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Repeat offense for renting space to be used lewdness or 
prostitution becomes 3rd degree felony. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Repeat offense prostitution at licensed message establishment. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

limits prostitution charges to persons above age of 18. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.
Adds racketeering to qualifying offenses for sexual predator or 
sexual offender. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

1/29/2016

 Advertisement of Vehicle and Vessel Purchasing: Requires 
motor vehicle dealer or secondary metals recycler who advertises 
purchase of vehicles or vessels to display license or registration 
number on sign or advertisement; prohibits unlicensed motor 
vehicle dealer or unregistered secondary metals recycler from 
dispatching wrecker or tow truck in response to advertisement for 
purchase of vehicle or vessel; provides for impoundment of 
wrecker or tow truck; provides fines & penalties. Effective Date: 
July 1, 2016

HB 1091
3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 

Appropriations Subcommittee Cortes + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO
19

1/29/2016

Criminal Offenders: Authorizes sheriffs to assess fees for 
registering & reregistering specified types of offenders subject to 
registration requirements; specifies maximum fees; provides 
requirements for use of fees; provides for relocation of registrants; 
creates designation of "serious sexual felony offender"; provides 
additional mandatory term of imprisonment for specified offenses 
committed by such offenders; requires persons convicted of 
specified prostitution-related offense to register as sexual 
offenders; prohibits failure to pay required fees; provides additional 
conditions to sex offender probation & community control for 
certain offenders & controllees who commit qualifying offenses 
after specified date; provides that such conditions do not need to 
be pronounced orally at time of sentencing; provides that such 
conditions may be applied to other relevant offenders; requires 
supervision by DOC officers who have specified training & limited 
caseloads. Effective Date: October 1, 2016

HB 1179
3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 

Appropriations Subcommittee Raulerson, Spano +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. NO
20

Ten year mandatory prison sentence for certain offenses. 0 1 3 6 17
Increased penalties for forcing or coercing another to become a 
prostitute. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Expands pool of those required to register as sex offender to those 
convicted of forcing or coercing another to become prostitute.

+ indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet.

1/29/2016

Controlled Substances; Scheduling Mitragynine and 7-
Hydroxymitragynine, constituents of Kratom, in a schedule of 
controlled substances; providing an exception from scheduling for 
any drug product approved by the United States Food and Drug 
Administration which contains Mitragynine or 7-
Hydroxymitragynine, etc. Effective Date: 10/1/2016

SB 1182
3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 

Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal and Civil Justice

Latvala (J) no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO
21



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

1/29/2016

Violations of Apportionment Standards: Provides that legislator 
who offers, or participates in creation of, apportionment plan in 
violation of constitutional standards for establishing congressional 
or legislative district boundaries may be subject to penalties; 
specifies methods for aggrieved party to file complaint; provides 
criminal penalties for legislator who in bad faith or with malice 
offers, or participates in creation of, apportionment plan in violation 
of standards. Effective Date: July 1, 2016

HB 1197
3/11/2016 House - Died in 

Government Operations Subcommittee Dudley no impact no impact no impact no impact no impact NO
22

1/29/2016

Reemployment Assistance Fraud; Citing this act as the 
“Department of Economic Opportunity Cybercrime Prevention Act”; 
authorizing the Department of Economic Opportunity to 4 employ 
law enforcement officers to investigate violations of ch. 443, F.S.; 
providing for disqualification from eligibility for reemployment 
benefits for a specified period of time determined by the number of 
incidents of false or fraudulent representation and date of 
repayment of certain overpayments, etc. Effective Date: Upon 
becoming a law 

SB 1216 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 
Appropriations HB 1017

3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Commerce 
and Tourism Stargel , La Rosa + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO

1/29/2016
Sentencing; Authorizing persons convicted of a specified 
trafficking violation to receive a sentence that departs from the 
mandatory minimum under certain circumstances; specifying who 
may move for such a departure, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016

SB 1224 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 797

3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Garcia , Edwards - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. NO

1/29/2016

Alternative Sanctioning; Authorizing the chief judge of each 
judicial circuit, in consultation with specified entities, to establish an 
alternative sanctioning program; authorizing an offender who 
allegedly committed a technical violation of supervision to waive 
participation in or elect to participate in the program, admit to the 
violation, agree to comply with the recommended sanction, and 
agree to waive certain rights; authorizing the court to impose the 
recommended sanction or direct the Department of Corrections to 
submit a violation report, affidavit, and warrant to the court; 
specifying that an offender’s participation in an alternative 
sanctioning program is voluntary, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016

SB 1256 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/HB 1149 -SJ 707 CS/HB 1149 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-100 Brandes , Spano - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. YES

1/29/2016

Offenses Involving Minors and Vulnerable Persons; increasing 
the maximum age at which a victim or witness may be allowed to 
testify via closed circuit television rather than in a courtroom in 
certain circumstances; including human trafficking as an underlying 
felony offense to support a felony murder conviction; providing 
increased criminal penalties for human trafficking offenses if the 
victim suffers great bodily harm, permanent disability, or 
permanent disfigurement, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016

SB 1294 4/6/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-199 HB 1367*
3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 

Justice Subcommittee Grimsley , Nunez + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES
23

Adds human trafficking to first, second, and third degree murder 
for unlawful killing. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

1st degree felony created for human trafficking offense causing 
great bodily harm. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig.

Limits conviction for branding victim to purposes of committing 
human trafficking - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.

1/29/2016

Abuse of a Parent; Defining the terms “child” and “parent” for 
purposes of the crimes of abuse of a parent, aggravated abuse of 
a parent, exploitation of a parent’s assets, and emotional abuse of 
a parent; authorizing alternative sentencing under certain 
circumstances; requiring the reporting of the abuse of a parent or 
exploitation of a parent’s assets to the central abuse hotline of the 
Department of Children and Families, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016 

SB 1296 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Children, 
Families, and Elder Affairs HB 1137

3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Thompson , Torres + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. NO

1/29/2016

 Agriculture; Providing sole authority to regulate the burning of 
agricultural crops on certain lands to the Department of Agriculture 
and Consumer Services; preempting regulatory authority over 
commercial feed and feedstuff to the department; providing 
penalties for certain handling of plant pests without a special 
permit from the Division of Plant Industry within the department, 
etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016

CS/SB 1310 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/HB 749 -SJ 665 CS/HB 749 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-88 Hutson , Raburn + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. + insig. YES



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

1/29/2016

 Crustaceans; Specifying that for violations related to stone crab 
traps which involve fewer than 100 traps, each untagged trap may 
be charged as a separate count; specifying that for violations 
related to undersized spiny lobsters in which fewer than 100 
lobsters are involved, each undersized lobster may be charged as 
a separate count, etc. Effective Date: 10/1/2016 

SB 1470 4/8/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-208 HB 1227
3/7/2016 House - Laid on Table, refer 

to CS/SB 1470 -HJ 888 Latvala (J) , Raschein + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. YES
24

1/29/2016

 Firearm Violence; Increasing criminal penalties for violations 
involving possession of a firearm or ammunition when a person is 
subject to a specified injunction; providing for temporary custody of 
firearms by a law enforcement officer at the scene of a domestic 
violence incident; providing for return of firearms after a specified 
period, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016 

SB 1476 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Criminal 
Justice HB 1167

3/11/2016 House - Died in Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee Sobel , Berman +mod. +mod. +mod. +mod. +mod. NO

1/29/2016

 Illicit Drugs; Revising the circumstances under which the Division 
of Alcoholic Beverages and Tobacco of the Department of 
Business and Professional Regulation may revoke or suspend a 
person’s license; requiring the division to suspend the license of an 
establishment licensed under the Beverage Law under certain 
circumstances, etc. Effective Date: 7/1/2016 

SB 1528 3/3/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/CS/HB 1347 -SJ 598 HB 1347 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-105 Simpson , Ingram + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. YES

1/29/2016

 Sexual Offenders; Revising the criteria for a felony offense for 
which an offender is designated as a sexual predator; revising the 
criteria for loitering or prowling by certain offenders; modifying the 
list of offenses for which a sexual offender or sexual predator must 
be considered by the department for removal from registration 
requirements; revising the information that the Department of Law 
Enforcement is required to provide about a sexual offender upon 
his or her release from incarceration, etc. Effective Date: 
10/1/2016

SB 1662 3/4/2016 Senate - Laid on Table, refer 
to CS/HB 1333 -SJ 703 HB 1333* 3/24/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-104 Bradley , Baxley + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. + indet. YES

1/29/2016

Abortion; Creating the “Florida for Life Act”; prohibiting inducing 
an abortion or performing, attempting to perform, or assisting in an 
induced abortion; prohibiting operation of any facility, business, or 
service for the purpose of providing induced abortion services; 
requiring the Office of Adoption and Child Protection to create and 
manage a statewide list of attorneys providing volunteer adoption 
services for women and minors with unwanted pregnancies who 
would have selected abortion, if lawful, rather than adoption, etc. 
Effective Date: 7/1/2016 

SB 1718 3/11/2016 Senate - Died in Health 
Policy HB 865

3/11/2016 House - Died in Justice 
Appropriations Subcommittee Evers , Van Zant +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. NO

1/29/2016

Criminal Justice: Aamends multiple statutes. First, it amends s. 
775.082, F.S., diverting from prison specific offenders convicted of 
possession of a controlled substance. If sentencing points are 60 
or fewer, the court must sentence the offender to a nonstate prison 
sanction unless the court makes written findings that a nonstate 
prison sanction could present a danger to the public. The fiscal 
handout assumes that 50% of eligible inmates will be diverted. 
Effective Date: October 1, 2016

SB Draft 591-
01710C-16

3/11/2016 Senate - Died in 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 

Criminal and Civil Justice
Flores , Spano -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. NO

25

Nonstate prison sanction for posession of a controlled substance. -146 -563 -812 -934 -989

Permits defendant to request sentencing court depart from 
mandatory term of imprisonment. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet.

Threshold for 3rd degree grand theft from $300 to $1,000. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig. -sig.
Nonstate prison sanction for certain nonviolent second degree 
felonies. -188 -752 -1181 -1438 -1592

Lowering penalties for posession of cannibis. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig. - insig.
Allows judge to reduce sentence based on defendant requiring 
specialized treatment for addiction. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet.

Requires court to place certain defendants into drug court 
program. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet. - indet.

Incentive gain time. -701 -3143 -5432 -6921 -7772

* Identical bill also requested to be heard in Criminal Justice Impact Conference
1 CS/HB 75 also received an estimated impact. Since the Criminal Justice Impact Conference did meet for CS/HB 75, HB 75  is recorded as Chapter No. 2016-15, but not as passed.
2 CS/HB 105 also received an estimated impact.
3 Impact expected outside of forecast window. Also, CS/HB 9 also received an estimated impact.
4 CS/HB 135 also received an estimated impact.
4 CS/HB 257 also received an estimated impact.



Summary of Final Actions -- 2016 Criminal Justice Impact Conference Bills 

Conf. Date Subject Last Action of bill heard Sponsor H/S FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 Passed?
Last Action of identical bill

CJIC ImpactBill heard 

in CJIC
Identical bill

KEY:
+ sig. Increase of more than 25 prison beds       - sig. Decrease of more than 25 prison beds 
+ mod. Increase greater than 10 and less than 25 beds - mod. Decrease of greater than 10 beds and less than 25 beds
+ insig. Increase of 10 or fewer beds        - insig. Decrease of 10 or fewer beds                                                    + indet.

Unquantifiable positive bed impact - indet Unquantifiable negative bed impact no 
impact No Impact on beds

5 CS/HB 151 was substantially different than HB 151. However, there would still be no impact of the bill. 
6 CS/CS/CS/HB 163 was substantially different than CS/HB 163. However, there would still be a negative indeterminate impact of the bill. 
7 CS/HB 309 was substantially different than HB 309. However, there would still be a positive indeterminate impact of the bill. 
8 Impact expected outside of forecast window.
9 CS/CS/SB 344 was substantially different than CS/SB 344. However, there would still be a negative indeterminate impact of the bill. 
10 CS/HB 365 also received an estimated impact.
11 CS/SB 380 was substantially different than SB 380. However, there would still be a positive indeterminate impact of the bill. 
12 Impact expected outside of forecast window.
13 Impact expected outside of forecast window.
14 CS/CS SB 436 was substantially different than CS/HB 257. However, there would still be a positive insignificant impact of the bill. Since the Criminal Justice Impact Conference did not meet for the Senate bill, the House bill is recorded as laid on the table, but also as passed (3/31/2016 - Chapter No. 2016-156). 
15 CS/CS/HB 545 also received an estimated impact, and this was the bill that became law. Since the Criminal Justice Impact Conference did meet for CS/CS/HB 545, CS/HB 545  is recorded as Chapter No. 2016-24, but not as passed.
16 CS/HB 821 was substantially different than HB 821. There would be no impact of the bill as passed.
17 CS/CS/CS/SB 912 was substantially different than SB 912. There would be an estimate of a positive indeterminate impact of the bill as passed.
18 CS/HB 1301 was substantially different than HB 1301. However, there would still be a positive insignificant impact of the bill.
19 CS/HB 1091 was substantially different than HB 1091. There would be no impact of the bill.
20 CS/HB 1179 was substantially different than HB 1179. There would be a positive indeterminate impact of this bill.
21 CS/HB 1182 was substantially different than HB 1181. However, there would still be no impact of the bill.
22 Impact expected outside of forecast window.
23 CS/SB 1294 was substantially different than SB 1294. There would be a positive indeterminate impact of this bill.
24 CS/SB 1470 was substantially different than SB 1470. However, there would still be a positive indeterminate impact of the bill as passed.
25 SB 7066 was substantially different than SB Draft 591-01710C-16. However, there would still be a negative significant impact of this bill.

Prepared by Florida Legislature, Office of Economic and Demographic Research, April 15, 2016



Growth Rate
Full Of Price Index

Growth Rate Operating State and Local Capital 
Of Consumer Costs Per Actual Construction Costs Per Actual
Price Index Inmate Change Spending Bed Change

2018-19 2.1% $21,871 5.2% 4.4% $66,451

2019-20 1.6% $23,320 6.6% 2.6% $68,179

2020-21 2.3% $26,999 15.8% 3.4% $70,497

2021-22 7.2% $27,171 0.6% 11.6% $78,675
 

2022-23 6.2% $28,855  10.9% $87,250
 

2023-24 2.9% $29,692  4.2% $90,915
 

2024-25 2.1% $30,316  2.5% $93,188
 

2025-26 2.2% $30,982  3.2% $96,170
 

2026-27 2.2% $31,664  3.3% $99,343
 

2027-28 2.2% $32,361  3.4% $102,721
 

2028-29 2.1% $33,040  3.2% $106,008
 .

2029-30 2.1% $33,734  3.1% $109,294
 

2030-31 2.2% $34,476  3.1% $112,683
 

2031-32 2.2% $35,235  3.3% $116,401

Notes:

CPI from National Economic Estimating Conference held February 9, 2023.   

 

Prepared by Florida Legislature, Office of Economic and Demographic Research, February 24, 2023

Adopted at the March 27, 2023 Criminal Justice Impact Conference 

Price index for State and Local Construction Spending from U.S. Economic Outlook forecast prepared by Global Insight, Inc. 
February 2023.

FY 21-22 full operating costs per inmate were obtained from DOC.  The $74.44 per diem ($27,171 annual cost) is for all 
department facilities (excluding private institutions and contracted Community Release Centers, CRCs) and includes security 
operations, health services, and education services.  Debt Service costs are not included in the per diem calculation.  It also does 
not include indirect and administrative costs of $5.78 per inmate (state facilities).  Operating costs in future years were increased 
by the change in the CPI from the National Economic Estimating Conference.                                                                    

FY 2006-07 capital costs per bed were based on Department of Corrections cost to build Suwanee CI ($94,000,000 for 2,003 
lawful capacity beds) as reported at the Criminal Justice Impact Conference held February 23, 2010.  Capital costs in later years 
were increased by the change in the chained price index for state and local construction spending obtained from Global Insight, 
Inc.

Variable operating costs apply for 1 to 499 beds. Dorm/Work Camp Operating costs apply for every 500 beds. Full Operating 
Costs apply for every 1,500 beds.
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Dorm/Work Camp Variable
Operating Operating 
Costs Per Costs Per

Inmate Inmate 

2018-19 $13,859 $7,921

2019-20 $14,144 $8,136

2020-21 $15,717 $9,147

2021-22 $17,400 $9,946
 

2022-23 $17,400  $9,946
 

2023-24 $17,400  $9,946
 

2024-25 $17,400  $9,946
 

2025-26 $17,400  $9,946
 

2026-27 $17,400  $9,946
 

2027-28 $17,400  $9,946
 

2028-29 $17,400  $9,946
 

2029-30 $17,400  $9,946
 

2030-31 $17,400  $9,946
 

2031-32 $17,400  $9,946

Notes:

Prepared by Florida Legislature, Office of Economic and Demographic Research, February 24, 2023

Adopted at the March 27, 2023 Criminal Justice Impact Conference 

FY 2021-22 dorm/work camp operating costs per inmate were obtained from DOC.  The $47.67 per diem ($17,400 
annual cost) includes costs such as health care, inmate personal care items, and officers assigned to dorms.

FY 2021-22 variable operating costs per inmate were obtained from DOC.  The $27.25 per diem ($9,946 annual 
cost) includes costs such as health care and inmate personal care items.

Variable operating costs apply for 1 to 499 beds. Dorm/Work Camp Operating costs apply for every 500 beds. Full 
Operating Costs apply for every 1,500 beds.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES STAFF FINAL BILL ANALYSIS  
 

BILL #: HB 7065          PCB CFS 22-01     Child Welfare 
SPONSOR(S): Children, Families & Seniors Subcommittee, Altman and others 
TIED BILLS:   IDEN./SIM. BILLS:  
 

 
 

 

FINAL HOUSE FLOOR ACTION: 117 Y’s 
 

0 N’s  GOVERNOR’S ACTION: Approved 
 

 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS 

HB 7065 passed the House on February 16, 2022, and subsequently passed the Senate on March 4, 2022.  Part of 
the bill also passed the House and Senate in CS/CS/HB 1577 on March 4, 2022.  

 
In the United States, one out of four children grow up in a household without a father. Research has found that 
fathers play a unique role in producing positive outcomes for children. Children raised in father-absent homes are 
more likely, on average, to abuse drugs and alcohol, show signs of antisocial and delinquent behavior, and drop out 
of high school. Such children are also more likely to experience poverty, teen pregnancy, child abuse and neglect, 
behavioral problems, and death in infancy. Florida has several state agencies and systems to support children and 
families which protect children from abuse or neglect, promote healthy families through the provision of home  
visiting services, and strengthen families by improving the lives of children at -risk of engaging in or involved in 
delinquent behavior.  
 

The bill addresses the needs of families by: 

 Creating grants for services to address the needs of fathers and to increase mentorship for at-risk boys.  

 Requiring Florida’s child welfare system and home visiting programs to increase engagement with and 
provision of services to fathers.  

 Directing the Department of Children and Families (DCF) to contract for a Responsible Fatherhood Initiative 
to provide all fathers resources and inspiration to enhance their positive involvement with their children.  

 Requiring DCF and the Department of Juvenile Justice to identify children involved with both systems of 
care and report to the Legislature specific data, information, and actions taken to better serve them.  

 Requiring the Department of Revenue to provide information to those having difficulty paying child support. 

 Requiring the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO) to expand programs serving noncustodial 
parents who are having difficulty paying child support. 

 
Young adults who age out of the foster care system have trouble achieving self -sufficiency. To assist such young 

adults, Florida provides independent living services, including services through the Postsecondary Education 
Services and Support (PESS) program. Young adults eligible for the program receive a stipend to assist them in 
meeting their financial needs while attending a postsecondary education institution.  
 
The bill addresses the needs of young adults who aged out of foster care by:  

 Requiring DCF and community-based care lead agencies (CBC’s) to provide information about all 
independent living services and programs during the transition plan process before the child ages out of 
care. 

 Increasing the stipend for youth participating in PESS and requires DCF and CBC’s to assist such youth in 
developing financial and transition plans on how the young adult will meet financial needs while in 
postsecondary education and after leaving PESS.  

 Requiring institutions where students are exempt from the payment of tuition and fees to have a staff 

member who can help students in resolving problems related to the use of the exemption and 
to maintain original documentation submitted that confers eligibility for the tuition and fee exemption.  

 
The bill has a significant, negative, recurring fiscal impact on DCF and DEO, for which the FY 2022-23 General 
Appropriations Act provides funding. There is no fiscal impact on local governments.  
 
The bill was approved by the Governor on April 11, 2022, ch. 2022-67, L.O.F., and will become effective on July 1, 
2022. 

I. SUBSTANTIVE INFORMATION 
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A. EFFECT OF CHANGES:   
 
Background  

 
Children encounter negative experiences when growing up in households with substance misuse, 
mental health problems, and instability due to parental separation. Exposure to adverse childhood 
experiences can disrupt healthy brain development, affect social development, compromise immune 
systems, and can lead to unhealthy coping behaviors. Creating and sustaining safe, stable, nurturing 
relationships and environments for children and families can allow children to grow up to their full 
potential. When parents and families are equipped with proper support and skills, they can meet the 
needs of their children and protect them from experiencing adverse childhood experiences. 
 
Florida has several systems to support children and families who may face difficulties, some of which 
protect children from abuse or neglect, promote healthy families through the provision of in-home 
services, and strengthen families by improving the lives of children at-risk of engaging in or involved in 
delinquent behavior.  
 
Child Welfare System  

 
The Department of Children and Families is responsible for providing child welfare and support services 
in accordance with federal and state law.1 DCF contracts with community-based care lead agencies 
(CBC’s) to deliver, administer, and manage child welfare services. Using CBC’s to provide child welfare 
services is designed to increase local community ownership of service delivery.2 DCF, through CBCs, 
administers a system of care for children with the goals of: 
 

 Prevention of separation of children from their families. 

 Intervention to allow children to remain safely in their own homes. 

 Reunification of families who have had children removed from their care. 

 Safety for children who are separated from their families. 

 Well-being of children through emphasis on educational stability and timely health care. 

 Achievement of permanency. 

 Effective transition to independence and self-sufficiency. 
 

CBC’s provide foster care and related services, including, but not limited to, counseling, domestic 
violence services, substance abuse services, family preservation, emergency shelter, and adoption.3 
CBC’s contract with a number of subcontractors for case management and direct care services to 
children and their families.4 There are 18 CBC’s statewide, which together serve the state’s 20 judicial 
circuits.5 
 
Juvenile Justice System 

 
Section 20.316, F.S., establishes the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), and directs the Governor to 
appoint a Secretary who is responsible for planning, coordinating, and managing all juvenile justice 
services and programs in Florida, including: 

 

 Children-in-Need of Services, 

 Families-in-Need of Services, 
 Other prevention, early intervention, and diversion programs, 

                                                 
1 S. 409.996, F.S. 
2 Florida Department of Children and Families, Community-Based Care, https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-
based-care/ (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
3 S. 409.145(1), F.S.  
4 Id.  
5 Florida Department of Children and Families, Community-Based Care Lead Agency Map, http://www.myflfamilies.com/service-
programs/community-based-care/cbc-map (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 

https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-based-care/
https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-based-care/
http://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-based-care/cbc-map
http://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/community-based-care/cbc-map
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 Detention centers and related programs and facilities, 

 Community-based residential commitment and nonresidential programs, and  

 Delinquency institutions provided or funded by DJJ. 
 
Children involved in the child welfare system are more likely to become involved with the juvenile 
justice system. Overall, maltreated children are estimated to be at a 47 percent greater risk of 
becoming involved in delinquency than children from the greater population. 6  
 
Maternal and Child Health Services  

 
The Department of Health (DOH) is the designated agency for administering maternal and child health 
services, including enhanced services for medically and socially high-risk clients, delivered through 
county health departments or subcontractors.7 Pursuant to s. 383.011(1)(e), F.S., the care coordination 
process must include, at a minimum, family outreach workers and health paraprofessionals who assist 
in providing enhanced services to pregnant women, infants, and their families that are determined to be 
at potential risk by DOH’s screening instrument. These enhanced services include, but are not limited 
to, home visiting to support the delivery of and participation in prenatal and infant primary care services. 
 
Home Visiting Programs 

 
DOH administers the maternal and child health program, in part, by contracting for Healthy Start 
services. Florida Healthy Start provides education, support, and proven interventions to families pre- 
and post-birth who are at-risk of poor birth outcomes or developmental delays.8 The program focuses 
on common issues or conditions that occur during pregnancy or in infancy and is available in all 67 
counties.9 Risk screenings, offered by prenatal care providers and birthing hospitals, identifies families 
that could benefit from a home visiting program.10 Families can participate in Healthy Start beginning in 
pregnancy or in the first year after birth, and can continue until the infant turns three.11 The 32 local 
Healthy Start Coalitions coordinate these services, under contract with DOH.12 Each coalition uses data 
and research to design a service delivery plan unique to its community. 
 
 

                                                 
6 Ryan, J. P., & Testa, M. F. (2005). Child Maltreatment and Juvenile Delinquency: Investigating the Role of Placement and Placement 
Instability. Children and Youth Services Review, 27(3), 227-249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2004.05.007. 
7 S. 383.011(1), F.S.  
8 Florida Department of Health, Healthy Start, https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-
start/index.html (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
11 Id. 
12 Department of Health, Healthy Start, http://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-start/index.html 
(last visited March 14, 2022). 

https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-start/index.html
https://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-start/index.html
http://www.floridahealth.gov/programs-and-services/childrens-health/healthy-start/index.html
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Healthy Start uses a home visiting model, which matches parents with trained professionals to provide 
information and support during pregnancy and throughout the child’s first three years of life.13 The 
program offers a participant face-to-face home visits with a trained professional who facilitates access 
to needed services based on an individualized family support plan.14 Participation in Healthy Start 
services is voluntary for the families.  
 
The Florida Association of Healthy Start Coalitions, Inc., (FAHSC) develops and supports local systems 
of care to optimize the health of moms, babies and families.15 FAHSC is made up of the 32 individual 
coalitions from across the state.16 In July 2018, Florida implemented a statewide, coordinated intake 
and referral system (Connect) that is housed within FAHSC.17 Connect is an entry point for services, 
including Florida’s Healthy Start program. Staff receive information from prenatal providers or from 
parents who self-refer or are referred by community partners. The Connect staff contacts parents to 
determine their needs and desires for services, then offers an array of services available in their 
community. Assuming home visiting is accepted, a referral to a program is made and the program 
contacts the parent to schedule an appointment.  
 
Because Healthy Start is generally focused on improving health outcomes for pregnant women, new 
mothers, and infants, there is little emphasis on engaging expectant or new fathers during service 

                                                 
13 Id. 
14 Id.  
15 Florida Healthy Start Coalition, About Us, https://www.healthystartflorida.com/about-us/ (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
16 Florida Association of Healthy Start Coalitions, Inc. Every Baby Deserves a Healthy Start (on file with the House Children, Families, & 
Seniors Subcommittee). 
17 Florida Association of Healthy Start Coalitions, Florida Home Visiting Statewide Needs Assessment Update (2020) 
https://usf.app.box.com/s/lgof5m5kewur9seaj872333j5tsna3bm.  

https://www.healthystartflorida.com/about-us/
https://usf.app.box.com/s/lgof5m5kewur9seaj872333j5tsna3bm
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provision. This may limit the effectiveness of the program, because data indicates that active 
engagement by fathers strengthens family and child well-being. 

 
Fatherhood and Child Well-Being  
 

Current Situation  
 
There are an estimated 75 million fathers in the United States18; however, 18.4 million children, or one 
out of four, live without a biological, step-, or adoptive father in the home.19 Children in mother-only 
households are the second most common living arrangement in the United States.20 About 7.6 million 
(11%) children lived in mother-only households in 1968, compared to 15.3 million (21%) in 2020.21   

 
Children raised in father-absent households, compared to two-parent households, are more likely, on 
average, to abuse drugs and alcohol, show signs of antisocial and delinquent behavior, and drop out of 
high school.22 Such children are also more likely to experience poverty,23 teen pregnancy,24 child abuse 
and neglect,25 behavioral problems,26 and death in infancy.27 

 
Research has found that fathers play a unique role in producing positive outcomes for children. 
Although mothers tend to be more nurturing and emotionally supportive than fathers, fathers tend to 
focus more on preparing children for their lives as adults.28 There is growing research on the link 
between father involvement and children’s well-being.29 Father involvement and positive interactions 
with their children are important for children’s health, self-esteem, social skills, and educational 
attainment. Multiple studies have found positive links between father involvement and a child’s 
graduation from high school, social-emotional adjustment, and mental health into adulthood.30   

 
Additionally, men experience benefits from being fathers, including improving mental and emotional 
health and being more community involved. Being a father is linked to positive employment outcomes 
including an increase in wages and work effort.31 Fathers are more likely than childless men to be 
involved in community service and to provide support to friends and extended family.32 Additionally, 

                                                 
18 U.S. Census Bureau, Fatherly figures: a snapshot of dads today, (2018),  
https://www.census.gov/library/visualizations/2018/comm/fathers-day.html (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
19 U.S. Census Bureau, Living arrangements of children under 18 years old: 1960 to present, (Nov. 2021), 
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/families/children.html (last visited Jan. 28, 2022).  
20 The first most common living arrangement is two-parent households. See U.S. Census Bureau, Percentage and Number of Children 
Living with Two Parents Has Dropped since 1968, (Apr. 2021), https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/number-of-children-
living-only-with-their-mothers-has-doubled-in-past-50-years.html (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
21 Id.  
22 See McLanahan, S., Tach, L., & Chneider, D. (2013). The causal effects of father absence. Annual Review of Sociology, 39(1), 399-
427; Salas-Wright, C.P, Vaugh, M.G., Uglade J., & Todic, J. (2015). Substance abuse and teen pregnancy in the United States: 
Evidence from the NSDUH 2002-2012. Addictive Behavior, 45(1), 218-225. 
23 See U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Information on Poverty and Income Statistics: A Summary of 2012 Current 
Population Survey Data, (Sept. 2012), https://aspe.hhs.gov/reports/information-poverty-income-statistics-summary-2012-current-
population-survey-data-0 (last visited Jan. 28, 2022).  
24 Ellis, B.J., Bates, J. E., Dodge, K. A., Fergusson, D. M., et. al. (2003). Does father absence place daughters at special risk of early 
sexual activity and teenage pregnancy? Child Development, 74(3), 801-821. 
25 Stapp, John, The Effects of Fatherlessness on Children, (Jan. 13, 2020), The Effects of Fatherlessness on Children - Joe Stapp, LPC 
(blueridgecounseling.org) (last visited Feb. 1, 2022). 
26 See Osborne, C., & McLanahan, S. (2007). Partnership instability and child well -being. Journal of Marriage and Family, 69(4), 1065-
1083. 
27 See Mathews, T. J., MacDorman, M. F., & Thoma, M. E. (2015). Infant mortality statistics from the 2013 period linked birth/ infan t 
death data set. National Vital Statistics Reports, 64(9), 1-30. 
28 Jeynes, Wiliams (2016) Meta-Analysis on the Roles of Fathers in Parenting: Are They Unique? , Marriage & Family Review, 52:7, 
665-688, DOI: 10,1080/01494929,2016,1157121.   
29 Karberg, E., Finochario, J., & Vann, N. (2019). Father and child well-being: A scan of current research. National Responsible 
Fatherhood Clearinghouse. https://fatherhood.gov. (last visited Jan. 30, 2022). 
30 McLanahan, S., Tach, L., & Schneider, D. (2013). The causal effects of father absence. Annual Review of Sociology, 39, 399-427. 
31 Astone, N.M., & Peters, H.E. (2014). Longitudinal influences on men’s lives: Research from the transition to fatherhood proje ct and 
beyond. Fathering: A Journal of Theory, Research, and Practice about Men as Fathers , 12(2), 161-173. 
32 Eggebeen, D., Dew, J., & Knoester, C.W. (2010). Fatherhood and men’s lives at middle age. Journal of Family Issues, 31(1), 113-
130. 

https://www.census.gov/library/visualizations/2018/comm/fathers-day.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/families/children.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/number-of-children-living-only-with-their-mothers-has-doubled-in-past-50-years.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/number-of-children-living-only-with-their-mothers-has-doubled-in-past-50-years.html
https://aspe.hhs.gov/reports/information-poverty-income-statistics-summary-2012-current-population-survey-data-0
https://aspe.hhs.gov/reports/information-poverty-income-statistics-summary-2012-current-population-survey-data-0
https://blueridgecounseling.org/the-effects-of-fatherlessness-on-children/
https://blueridgecounseling.org/the-effects-of-fatherlessness-on-children/
https://fatherhood.gov/
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fathers tend to be healthier than men who do not have children, and some research suggests they may 
live longer.33 
 
National and State Fatherhood Initiatives  
 
Federal and state initiatives are attempting to address the needs of fathers by providing resources and 
information to encourage fatherhood engagement and strengthen fathers and families. The Office of 
Family Assistance within in the United States Department of Health & Human Services funds the 
National Responsible Fatherhood Clearinghouse which provides, facilitates, and disseminates current 
research and innovative strategies to strengthen fatherhood engagement.34 Some examples of state 
initiatives include the South Carolina Center for Fathers and Families and the Ohio Commission on 
Fatherhood. The South Carolina Center for Fathers and Families supports fathers by providing 
resources and tools to help men understand what responsible fatherhood means and how to achieve it. 
35 The Ohio Commission on Fatherhood within the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services 
strengthens Ohio families by funding community-based programs that serve low-income fathers, 
advocates for father-oriented policy changes, and trains county leaders on how to mobilize their 
communities to promote responsible fatherhood. 36 
 
Effect of the Bill – Fatherhood and Child Well-Being 

 
Responsible Fatherhood Initiative 
 
The bill requires DCF to contract for the development and implementation of a communications 
initiative regarding responsible fatherhood. The goal of the initiative is to provide resources and 
inspiration to Florida’s fathers to motivate and enable them to enhance their abilities as fathers. The bill 
requires the campaign to involve, at a minimum, a website and related electronic resources to allow 
fathers to obtain information about effective parenting and where to receive support and services. The 
campaign must include, but not be limited to, print, television, and digital and social media elements, 
and public events. The communications initiative may also have appearances by and involvement from 
public figures and influencers.  
 
The bill requires the entity with which DCF contracts for the initiative to be a not-for-profit organization 
that: 
 

 Has a history of focusing on responsible fatherhood, including providing online resources to 
fathers, and engaging fathers, father figures, and children through community-based and 
school-based events to encourage responsible fatherhood.  

 Has the organizational capacity to manage a statewide initiative and successfully carry out the 
requirements for the initiative.  

 
The selected contractor must collaborate with other relevant agencies of state government and private 
organizations to develop and implement the initiative.  
  
Grants to Address the Needs of Fathers 
 
The bill requires DCF to award grants to not-for-profit community-based organizations to address the 
needs of fathers. Under the bill, two types of grants are available to not-for-profit community 
organizations: 

                                                 
33 Bartlett, E.E. (2004). The effects of fatherhood on the health of men: A review of the literature. The Journal of Men’s Health & 
Gender, 1(2-3), 159-169.  
34 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, National Responsible Fatherhood Clearinghouse, About Us, 
https://fatherhood.gov/about-us (last visited Feb. 7, 2022). 
35 South Carolina Center for Fathers and Families, Who We Are, https://www.scfathersandfamilies.com/who-we-are/ (last visited Feb. 7, 
2022). 
36 Ohio Commission on Fatherhood, About Us, https://fatherhood.ohio.gov/About-Us/Purpose (last visited Feb. 7, 2022). 

https://fatherhood.gov/about-us
https://www.scfathersandfamilies.com/who-we-are/
https://fatherhood.ohio.gov/About-Us/Purpose
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 Grants to comprehensively address the needs of fathers, such as assisting them in finding 
employment, establishing appropriate child support obligations, transitioning from incarceration, 
accessing health care, and obtaining parenting education. Services provided must be tailored to 
the needs of fathers being served. These grants shall require case management services to be 
provided to fathers. 

 Grants to provide evidence-based parenting education specifically for fathers. These grants do 
not include case management. 

 
The bill requires grants to be prioritized based on: 
 

 Need in the geographic area and population proposed to be served. Criteria for selecting grant 
recipients includes, at a minimum, local rates of unemployment, incarceration, housing 
instability, graduation, single parenthood, and receipt of public benefits. 

 Applicants having a primary mission of, or a history of a significant focus on and effective work 
towards, addressing the needs of men in their role as fathers. 

 Commitment and capability to employ sufficient, competent staff that are able to relate to and 
connect with the fathers being served. 

 
Fatherhood Engagement and Services 

  
The bill requires CBC’s to meet the unique needs of fathers with dependent children. It requires a CBC 
to assess its engagement with fathers and provision of father-oriented services. Each CBC must create 
and implement an action plan to address any gaps identified through the assessment. Additionally, 
CBC’s must hire a father engagement specialist to build relationships with fathers, assist fathers in 
accessing services, and provide guidance to the CBC in understanding the challenges faced by fathers 
and how to appropriately meet their unique needs. 
 
The bill requires DCF to annually review how CBC’s are meeting the needs of fathers, including, at a 
minimum, how the CBC is working with fathers to establish positive, stable relationships with children 
and assisting fathers to receive needed services. The CBC is required to provide any relevant 
information on how it is meeting the needs of fathers to DCF to be included in the annual report 
required by s. 409.986, F.S.  
   
Home Visiting Programs 
 
The bill requires DOH, through county health departments or subcontractors, to integrate father 
engagement activities, such as individualized support to increase participation in services that 
strengthen family and child well-being, into home visiting programs.  

 
Responsible Fatherhood Month 
 
The bill creates s. 683.344, F.S., to designate the month of June of every year as “Responsible 
Fatherhood Month” to recognize the importance of fathers in children’s lives, how fathers contribute to 
children’s safety and stability, and the direct link between positive father involvement and child well-
being. DCF, DOH, local governments, and other agencies are encouraged to sponsor events to 
promote awareness of responsible fatherhood engagement and the contributions fathers make in the 
lives of children.  
 
At-Risk Children 
 

Current Situation  
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Children who live in vulnerable families and in communities that are inadequately supportive are more 
likely to engage in high-risk behavior.37 Such children are vulnerable to multiple and intersecting 
problems, including emotional and behavioral disorders, substance misuse, violent and risk-taking 
behaviors, and poor connection to and performance in high school.38 Not all vulnerable children 
experience negative outcomes. However, multiple factors can influence whether children face negative 
outcomes in adolescence and adulthood:39  
 

 Poverty is linked to a number of potential future problems among children, including chronic 

health conditions, low educational attainment, and engagement in delinquent behavior.  
 Family instability can lead to negative health outcomes and negative behaviors. 
 Family dysfunction, including witnessing violence against mothers and criminal activity among 

fathers, is particularly detrimental to the future well-being of children. 
 Child maltreatment by parents or other caregivers put children at risk for many negative 

outcomes, including poor physical and mental health, lower cognitive functioning and 
educational attainment, and poor social development and behavior. 

 Exposure to violence in the community is linked to several negative outcomes such as 

depression, aggressive behavior, anxiety, posttraumatic stress, psychological trauma, and 
antisocial behavior.  

 Schools with fewer resources are associated with poor academic outcomes and can create 

environments with problematic social issues, such as bullying and behavioral problems. 
 

Children from struggling, single-parent families who live in neighborhoods that offer few positive outlets 
and a limited number of positive role models benefit from stable relationships with caring adults other 
than parents.40 Overall, children participating in mentoring relationships experience positive academic 
returns such as fewer unexcused absences, increased likelihood to attend postsecondary education, 
and an overall better attitude towards school.41 Mentoring also show promise in the prevention of 
substance misuse and the reduction of some negative behaviors.42  

 
 Dually Involved Children 
 

“Crossover youth” is a broad term used to refer to at-risk children who have experienced maltreatment 
and become involved in the child welfare system and who have also engaged in delinquent behavior 
and become involved in the child welfare system. Terms often used to describe subsets of this 
population include “dually involved” and “dually adjudicated”. Many children who have experienced 
child maltreatment early in life may encounter the juvenile justice system later in life. There are four 
common ways children fall into the crossover category, as indicated by the table below. 

 

 Overview of Pathways Leading to Crossing Over 

 Starting Point Occurrence Result 

1 Child has open child welfare case Child is arrested Child enters delinquency system 

2 
Child has a previously closed child 
welfare case  

Child is arrested Referral to child welfare agency 

3 
Child has no previous contact with 
child welfare 

Child is arrested; maltreatment 
discovered upon investigation, 

Referral to child welfare agency 

                                                 
37 Brack, C.J, Brack, G., Orr, DP., Dimensions underlying problem behaviors, emotions, and related psychological factors in early and 
middle adolescents. Journal on Early Adolescence. 1194; 14:345-370. 
38 Congressional Research Services, Vulnerable Youth: Background and Policies, Jan 30, 2018. 
39 Supra note 40. 
40 See Jekielek, M.A., Moore, Kristin, Hair, Elizabeth, and Scarupa, Harriet, Mentoring: A Promising Strategy for Youth Development 
(Feb. 2002), Child Trends, https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2002/02/MentoringRB.pdf  
41 Id. 
42 Id.  

https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2002/02/MentoringRB.pdf
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4 
Child in a correctional placement 

(post-arrest, -adjudication) 

Time in correctional placement 

ends, but no safe home to return to 
Referral to child welfare agency 

 
In comparison to their peers, crossover children have higher rates of mental health issues, higher rates 
of recidivism, educational challenges, placement instability, poor permanency outcomes, and extensive 
behavioral problems. In adulthood, such children are more likely to interact with the criminal justice 
system, use more public services, and remain unemployed with fewer earnings over time.  

 
Data on Dually Involved Children 
 
Systems of care rarely share information; therefore identifying and responding to dually involved 
children is difficult. Must of the research on dually involved children is the result of special projects that 
match cohorts of children from one system to another. Findings of available research include: 

 Upwards of 50 percent of children referred to delinquency juvenile courts may be dually 
involved.43 

 Between 7 percent and 30 percent of children in the child welfare system between the ages of 
10 and 18 are eventually served by the juvenile justice system.44 

 Family risk factors and the number of incidents with protective services increase the likelihood 
of a child arrest regardless of age and gender.45 

 Placement instability has more negative consequences for offending than just being placed in 
out-of-home care.46 For example, one study found that children who moved three or more times 
had significantly higher arrest rates for all types of criminal behavior.47 

 There is some indication that positive attachments to others and safe school environments 
reduce the likelihood of delinquency among maltreated children.48 

 Childhood abuse and neglect increases the odds of future delinquency and adult criminality 
overall by 29 percent.49 

 
In December 2021, 767 children were served by both DCF and DJJ. The graph below depicts the 
statewide trend of dually involved children and their placements in care from June 2017 to December 
2021.50 Based on this data, a significant portion of dually involved children live in out-of-home care. 
There is no readily available data indicating how these children came into care and how their needs are 
being met by DCF and DJJ. 
 

                                                 
43 Douglas Thomas et. al., When systems collaborate: how three jurisdictions improved their handling of dual -status cases, Nat’l Ctr. 
For Juv. Justice (2015), https://www.ncjfcj.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/05/WhenSystemsCollaborateJJGPSCaseStudyFinal042015.pdf. 
44 Cutuli, JJ, et al., From foster care to juvenile justice: exploring characteristics of youth in three cities, 
https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10964-019-01090-
3?author_access_token=jPBoH90dEh7dOhxNe9mvuve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY5vpzFiYs87Z_Lzh70N -
LjV4D_jU6Q0H4vHbfn8PFKJS6vKDWpp8mYYeB3wfUbKIhNAPQA2HUx-Qyf4lchyHDS_xVWLdZUfnEKTAxu4qSPFyw%3D%3D. 
45 Johnson, K., Ereth, J., and Wagner, D. (2004), Juvenile Delinquency Among Children Involved in a Child Maltreatment Investigation: 

A longitudinal study, Madison, Wis.: Children’s Research Center. 
46 Widom, C.S., and Maxfield, M.G. (2001). An update on the “cycle of violence”: Research in Brief, Washington, DC.: U.S. Department 
of Juvenile, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice. 
47 Id.  
48 Ryan, J.P., Testa, M.F., Zhai, F., (2008) African American youth in foster care and the risk of delinquency: The value of social bonds 
and permanence, Child Welfare, 87(1) 115-40; Crooks et al., Project Confirm: An outcome evaluation of a program for children in the 
child welfare and juvenile justice systems, Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 4, 97-115; and Benda, B. B., and Corwyn, R. F. (2002), 
The effect of abuse in childhood and in adolescence on violence among adolescents , Youth & Society, 33(3), 339-65. DOI: 
10.1177/0044118X02033003001. 
49 Supra note 51.  
50 Florida Department of Children and Families, Child Welfare Key Indicators Monthly Report, (Jan. 2022), 
http://www.centerforchildwelfare.org/qa/cwkeyindicator/KI_Monthly_Report_Jan%202022.pdf.  

https://www.ncjfcj.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/WhenSystemsCollaborateJJGPSCaseStudyFinal042015.pdf
https://www.ncjfcj.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/WhenSystemsCollaborateJJGPSCaseStudyFinal042015.pdf
https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10964-019-01090-3?author_access_token=jPBoH90dEh7dOhxNe9mvuve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY5vpzFiYs87Z_Lzh70N-LjV4D_jU6Q0H4vHbfn8PFKJS6vKDWpp8mYYeB3wfUbKIhNAPQA2HUx-Qyf4lchyHDS_xVWLdZUfnEKTAxu4qSPFyw%3D%3D
https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10964-019-01090-3?author_access_token=jPBoH90dEh7dOhxNe9mvuve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY5vpzFiYs87Z_Lzh70N-LjV4D_jU6Q0H4vHbfn8PFKJS6vKDWpp8mYYeB3wfUbKIhNAPQA2HUx-Qyf4lchyHDS_xVWLdZUfnEKTAxu4qSPFyw%3D%3D
https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10964-019-01090-3?author_access_token=jPBoH90dEh7dOhxNe9mvuve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY5vpzFiYs87Z_Lzh70N-LjV4D_jU6Q0H4vHbfn8PFKJS6vKDWpp8mYYeB3wfUbKIhNAPQA2HUx-Qyf4lchyHDS_xVWLdZUfnEKTAxu4qSPFyw%3D%3D
http://www.centerforchildwelfare.org/qa/cwkeyindicator/KI_Monthly_Report_Jan%202022.pdf
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A draft DJJ-DCF Crossover Report for FY 2016-17 contains the most recent data available from DJJ.51 
The table below represents children served at various levels in the DJJ system during FY 2106-17 by 
DCF level of care since 2005.52 

 
 DJJ Involvement 

DCF 
Involvement 

Prevention Civil Citation Intake Diversion Probation Commitment Aftercare 

None 7,346 8,020 15,600 8,424 7,346 1,067 1,045 

Investigation 7,472 3,620 13,684 5,659 7,472 1,823 1,484 

In-Home 1,278 508 2,318 866 1,278 383 318 

Out-of- Home  3,253 931 5,656 1,780 3,253 1,002 755 

Total 19,349 13,079 37,258 16,729 19,349 4,275 3,602 

 
There is a lack of consistent data collection at the DCF and DJJ level. For example, there is no readily 
available data from DJJ that includes current data on dually involved children. Additionally, DCF 
published data is limited to children currently being served by both DJJ and DCF, and does not include 
those with past involvement with either agency. There is no readily available data on the number of 
children placed in foster care after leaving DJJ custody, placement disruptions, or time to placement for 
this specific population. Increased information is important to identify and serve this at-risk population.   

 
Effect of the Bill – At-Risk Children 
 
Mentorship for At-Risk Male Students  
 
The bill creates s. 409.1467, F.S., to provide grants to not-for-profit organizations to offer mentorship 
programs to at-risk male students. Subject to available funds, DCF shall provide grants to: 
 

 Assist at-risk male students in middle and high school in developing social, emotional, and 
cognitive skills to prepare them for success.  

                                                 
51 Draft DJJ-DCF Crossover Report FY 2016-17 (on file with the House Children, Families, & Seniors Subcommittee).  
52 Id. 
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 Provide an opportunity for smaller not-for-profit organizations to receive training and technical 
assistance that will strengthen their capacity to provide high-quality, effective services and 
obtain additional non-state funding in the future. 

 
The bill sets eligibility requirements for organizations to receive a grant. These eligibility requirements 
include: 
 

 Serving males between ages 13 and 18 who live in underserved communities or are at-risk of 
starting or continuing criminal involvement or not reaching their academic potential. 

 Having organization management and a board of directors reflective of the community served 
by the organization. 

 Recruiting and training mentors. 

 Providing mentorship, social, academic support, life skill development, and other opportunities 
for eligible male students. 

 Using trauma-informed practices and interventions to address adverse childhood experiences.  
 

The bill requires applicants to include in the application the number of individuals they plan to serve 
through the grant and the projected costs for the new or expanded mentorship program.   
 
The bill limits the grant award total to between $25,000 and $250,000, and a grant may be awarded for 
up to three years. The bill specifies that an organization may receive only one grant every three years.  
 
The bill requires grant recipients to submit reports in a format and at intervals set by DCF. Further, 
within six months after receipt of the grant award, organizations must complete training in non-profit 
management, outcome measurement, and positive youth development.  
 
The bill requires DCF to contract for technical assistance to organizations receiving grants.  
  
Dually Involved Children  
 
The bill requires DCF and DJJ to identify children dually involved with both systems of care. DCF and 
DJJ must collaboratively take appropriate action within available resources to meet the needs of such 
children more effectively. Beginning in fiscal year 2022-23 through fiscal year 2023-24, the agencies 
must take such action and jointly submit to the Legislature quarterly reports that include, at a minimum: 
 

 Data on how many children are dually involved with both systems of care. Such children 
include, but are not limited to, those who are the subject of any proceeding under Ch. 39, F.S., 
and, at the same time, under the supervision of DJJ under Ch. 985, F.S., and those children 
who were previously served by either DJJ or DCF and come to the attention of either agency 
after being served.  

 Data on the number of children who are placed in licensed care after leaving the custody of DJJ. 

 Information on how both departments track children who are dully involved.  

 A summary of the actions taken by both departments to better serve dually involved children. 
  

Child Welfare System  

 
Current Situation  
 
Chapter 39, F.S., creates the dependency system charged with protecting child welfare. Florida’s child 
welfare system identifies children and families in need of services through reports to the central abuse 
hotline and child protective investigations. DCF and CBC’s work with those families to address the 
problems endangering children, if possible. If the problems cannot be addressed, the child welfare 
system finds safe out-of-home placements for children.  
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When child welfare necessitates that DCF remove a child from the home, a series of dependency court 
proceedings must occur to adjudicate a child dependent and place that child in out-of-home care, as 
illustrated in the table below.  

 

Dependency 

Proceeding 
Description of Process 

Controlling 

Statute 

Shelter 
Hearing 

A shelter hearing occurs within 24 hours after removal. The judge 
determines whether to keep the child out-of-home. 

s. 39.401, F.S. 

Petition for 
Dependency 

A petition for dependency occurs within 21 days of the shelter hearing. This 
petition seeks to find the child dependent. 

s. 39.501, F.S. 

Arraignment 
Hearing and 

Shelter Review 

An arraignment and shelter review occurs within 28 days of the shelter 

hearing. This allows the parent to admit, deny, or consent to the allegations 
within the petition for dependency and allows the court to review any shelter 
placement. 

s. 39.506, F.S. 

Adjudicatory 

Trial 

An adjudicatory trial is held within 30 days of arraignment. The judge 

determines whether a child is dependent during trial. 
s. 39.507, F.S. 

Disposition 
Hearing 

If the child is found dependent, disposition occurs within 15 days of 
arraignment or 30 days of adjudication. The judge reviews the case plan 
and placement of the child. The judge orders the case plan for the family 

and the appropriate placement of the child. 

s. 39.506, F.S. 
s. 39.521, F.S. 

Postdisposition 

Hearing 

The court may change temporary placement at a postdisposition hearing 
any time after disposition but before the child is residing in the permanent 
placement approved at a permanency hearing. 

s. 39.522, F.S. 

Judicial 

Review 
Hearings 

The court must review the case plan and placement every 6 months, or 

upon motion of a party. s. 39.701, F.S. 

Petition for 
Termination of 

Parental 
Rights 

Once the child has been out-of-home for 12 months, if DCF determines that 
reunification is no longer a viable goal, termination of parental rights is in 

the best interest of the child, and other requirements are met, a petition for 
termination of parental rights is filed. 

s. 39.802, F.S. 
s. 39.8055, F.S. 

s. 39.806, F.S. 
s. 39.810, F.S. 

Advisory 

Hearing 

This hearing is set as soon as possible after all parties have been served 
with the petition for termination of parental rights. The hearing allows the 

parent to admit, deny, or consent to the allegations within the petition for 
termination of parental rights.  

s. 39.808, F.S. 

Adjudicatory 
Hearing 

An adjudicatory trial shall be set within 45 days after the advisory hearing. 
The judge determines whether to terminate parental rights to the child at 

this trial.  
s. 39.809, F.S. 

 
Multidisciplinary Teams 
 
Florida’s child welfare system finds safe out-of-home placements for children when children cannot 
safely remain at home with parents. A child may be placed with a relative, fictive kin, licensed foster 
parent, in a group home or a residential setting.53 When a child must be moved to another placement or 
there is an important decision that must be made regarding the child, statute requires the use of a 
multidisciplinary team (MDT) staffing.54 The formation of an MDT must begin as soon as possible when 
a child is removed from the home or before a child is moved from a current placement, or within 72 
hours in an emergency situation. DCF or the CBC must invite the following to each MDT staffing, with 
reasonable efforts to have all mandatory invitees attend: 
 

 The child, unless not of an age or capacity to participate in the staffing. 

 The child’s family members and other individuals identified by the family as being important to 
the child, provided that a parent who has a no contact order or injunction, is alleged to have 
sexually abused the child, or is subject to a termination of parental rights may not participate. 

                                                 
53 R. 65C-28.004, F.A.C. 
54 S. 409.4022, F.S. 
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 The child’s current caregiver, unless the caregiver is a parent who has a no contact order or 
injunction, is alleged to have sexually abused the child, or is subject to a termination of parental 
rights. 

 A representative from DCF, other than the DCF attorney, when DCF is directly involved in the 
decision being made by the staffing.  

 A representative from the CBC, when the CBC is directly involved in decision being made by 
the staffing. 

 The child’s case manager or case manager supervisor. 
 

Additionally, based on the particular decision being made at the staffing, DCF or the CBC may also 
invite other professionals, including, but not limited to: 
 

 A representative from Children’s Medical Services, if Children’s Medical Services is involved 
with the family; 

 A guardian ad litem, if one is appointed; 

 A school personnel representative who has direct contact with the child; 

 A therapist or other behavioral health professional, if applicable;  
 A mental health professional with expertise in sibling bonding, if DCF or the CBC deems such 

expert is necessary; or  

 Other community providers of services to the child or stakeholders, when applicable. 
 

Before formulating a decision regarding the child, the members of the MDT must gather and consider 
data and information on the child which is known at the time of the staffing. The assessment conducted 
by the MDT may also use an evidence-based assessment instrument or tool that is best suited for 
determining the specific decision of the staffing and the needs of the child and family.  
 
DCF and CBC’s must follow and support an MDT decision if the MDT participants reach a unanimous 
consensus decision. However, if participants cannot come to a unanimous consensus decision, the 
MDT facilitator must notify the court and DCF within 48 hours after the conclusion on the staffing. DCF 
must then determine how to address the issues raised at the staffing by what is in the child’s best 
interest. 
 
Effect of the Bill – Child Welfare System  
 
The bill requires DCF or CBC’s to invite a representative from DJJ to MDT staffings when the child is 
dually involved with DCF and DJJ. This ensure that the necessary professionals who are involved with 
the child have an opportunity to be part of the discussion and decision being made at the MDT staffing. 

 
 Older Foster Youth 
  
 Current Situation 
 

Young adults who age out of the foster care system have trouble achieving self-sufficiency. Compared 
to young adults without foster care involvement, these young adults are less likely to earn a high school 
diploma or GED, or attend college. They are more likely to suffer from mental health problems, have a 
higher rate of criminal justice system involvement, have difficulty achieving financial independence, 
need public assistance, and experience housing instability and homelessness. 
 
In Federal Fiscal Year 2017, around 189,000 teens and young adults spent at least one day in foster 
care.55 Of those who left care during that year, more than 19,000 aged out of care. This generally 
means youth reached a state’s legal age of adulthood without reaching permanency.  
 

                                                 
55 Congressional Research Services, John H. Chafee Foster Care Program for Successful Transition to Adulthood  (Jan. 15, 2019) 
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/IF11070.pdf  

https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/IF11070.pdf
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In State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2020-21, 1,047 young adults started the year at 17 years of age in Florida’s 
foster care system.56 Of those, 862 (82%) aged out of care at the age of 18. Such foster youth can elect 
to enter Florida’s extended foster care program if they meet certain requirements. Of these, 477 
entered extended foster care and were eligible to receive foster care services until age 21 (or 22 if 
disabled). 57 

  

Independent Living Services  

Under s. 39.6035, F.S., DCF and CBC’s, in collaboration with the caregiver and any other individual 
whom the child would like to include, must assist the child in developing a transition plan out of foster 
care during the year after a child turns 16. The transition plan must address specific options for the 
child to use in obtaining services, including housing, health insurance, education, financial literacy, a 
driver license, and workforce support and employment services. The transition plan must be updated as 
needed before the child turns 18. During the transition plan process, children should be informed of all 
the independent living services Florida provides to allow the child to decide what independent living 
program would best fit his or her needs. However, statute does not currently require DCF and CBC’s to 

inform children of all the available independent living services during the transition plan process.  

Florida provides independent living services to older youth to help them transition out of foster care and 
to prepare them to become self-sufficient adults. Florida’s independent living services include extended 
foster care, which applies to young adults who were in licensed foster care upon turning 18.58 Florida 
also offers two other independent living programs: Postsecondary Education Services and Supports 
(PESS) and Aftercare Services. The following table provides information on the eligibility to participate 

in Florida’s independent living programs and the services provided by each program. 

 

 

 

 

 

Program Eligibility Services 

Extended  
Foster Care 

(EFC) 

Young adults who turned 18 in foster care and are: 

 Completing high school or its equivalent; or 

 Enrolled in college or vocational schooling; or  
 Working at least 80 hours per month. 
 

To stay in EFC, the young adult must: 
 Meet with a case manager every month. 

 Continue to participate in at least one of the required activities above. 

 Attend court reviews every six months. 

Young adults may choose to remain 
in licensed foster care and receive 
foster care services until the age of 
21 (22 with a disability).  
  

Postsecondary 
Education 

Services and 
Support 
(PESS) 

1. Young adults who turned 18 in foster care and spent at least 6 months in 
licensed out-of-home care before age 18. 

 
2. Young adults who are at least 18 and were adopted from foster care after 

age 16 or were placed with a court-approved guardian after spending at 
least 6 months in licensed foster care within the 12 months immediately 
preceding such adoption or placement; and 
 Have earned a high school diploma or equivalent; and 

 Are attending a college or vocational school that is Florida Bright 
Futures eligible.  

 $1,256 per month for: 
o Housing 
o Utilities  
o Living expenses 

 Available until the age 23.  
 

                                                 
56 Email from John Paul Fiore, Legislative Affairs Director, Florida Department of Children and Families, Updated Info, Jan. 20, 2022 
(on file with the House Children, Families, and Seniors Subcommittee).  
57 Id. 
58 Ch. 2013-178, L.O.F. 
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Aftercare 
Services 

Young adults who turned 18 while in licensed foster care, but are not yet 23, 
and 

 Are not in EFC; or 

 Are not in PESS.  

 Mentoring 

 Tutoring 

 Substance abuse treatment 
 Counseling 

 Job and career skills training 

 Temporary financial assistance for 
necessities 

 
 Postsecondary Education Services and Support Program 

 
Since the passage of the Foster Care Independence Act of 1999, federal law has encouraged states to 
create programs to support a continuum of services to youth aging out of foster care. As part of the 
Florida’s Road-to-Independence program, the Postsecondary Education Services and Support (PESS) 
program provides eligible youth with financial assistance to complete postsecondary education.  
 
DCF must advise the availability of PESS and must provide information on the criteria and application 
process for PESS to children and young adults leaving, or who were formerly in, foster care; their 
caregivers; case managers; guidance and family services counselors; principals or other relevant 
school administrators; and guardians ad litem.59 DCF or the CBC must annually determine whether a 
young adult meets the eligibility requirements for a renewal award for the subsequent year.60 PESS 
services are terminated upon the child turning 23, or if the child no longer meets eligibility requirements. 
 
Young adults in PESS drop out of postsecondary education due to limited support and financial 
hardship. The current amount received has not changed since 2013, and young adults find the amount 
inadequate to support housing and other necessities.61 Some young adults must get jobs to make up 
the difference, which results in them falling behind in meeting the academic requirements to participate 
in PESS.62  
 
Additionally, some young adults participate in PESS to receive the financial stipend but they do not 
have the skills necessary to succeed in postsecondary education and live independently.63 Although 
some CBC’s assist young adults in meeting skill deficits, there is no requirement for the young adult to 
receive an assessment and have the opportunity to strengthen skill deficits prior to participation in 
PESS. Young adults receive the financial stipend without knowing how to budget money appropriately 
to meet their financial needs. This could be the first time the young adult receives a significant amount 
of money, but there is no requirement for DCF or CBC’s to work with young adults on financial literacy. 
Young adults also exit PESS without a transition plan to live independently and be self-sufficient. There 
no requirement for DCF or CBC’s to work with young adults prior to exiting PESS to develop a 
transition plan that details how the young adult will live independently and be self-sufficient without the 
financial stipend provided under PESS.  
 
In SFY 2019-20, 809 young adults were in PESS.64  
 
Postsecondary Education Support  
 
Section 409.1452, F.S., requires the Department of Children and Families (DCF) to work in 
collaboration with the Board of Governors, the Florida College System, and the Department of 
Education to address the need for a comprehensive support structure in the academic arena to assist 

                                                 
59 S.409.1451(2)(d)1., F.S. 
60 S. 409.1451(2)(d)3., F.S. 
61 Children, Families, and Seniors Subcommittee Questions, Answered by Florida Youth SHINE Youth and Young Adults (on file with 
the Children, Families, and Seniors Subcommittee). 
62 Id.  
63 Id.  
64 Florida Department of Children and Families, Independent Living Services Annual Report (Jan. 31, 2021), 
https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/child-
welfare/lmr/docs/2021LMRs/Independent_Living_Services_2020_Annual_Report.pdf.  

https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/child-welfare/lmr/docs/2021LMRs/Independent_Living_Services_2020_Annual_Report.pdf
https://www.myflfamilies.com/service-programs/child-welfare/lmr/docs/2021LMRs/Independent_Living_Services_2020_Annual_Report.pdf
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current or former foster youth in making the transition from a structured care system into an 
independent living setting.  
 
To accomplish this, campus coaching positions provide current and former foster youth with dedicated, 
on-campus support. DCF determines which state universities or colleges offer a campus coaching 
position based on departmental demographic data indicating the greatest need.65 The campus 
coaching positions are employees of the educational institutions. The Chancellors of the Florida 
College System and the Board of Governors must report annually to DCF specific data about the 
children and young adults served by the campus coaches. 

 
Seven out of 12 Florida universities and seven out of 28 Florida colleges have a campus-based coach 
identified on campus.66  

 
 Tuition and Fee Exemption  
 
Section 1009.25(1)(c) and (d), F.S., allows former foster youth to be exempt from the payment of tuition 
and fees at a school district that provides workforce education programs, Florida College System 
institution, or state university. A former foster youth is eligible for the exemption if that youth: 
 

 Is or was, at the time of turning 18, in the custody of DCF or in the custody of a relative or 
nonrelative participating in the Relative Caregiver Program under s. 39.5085, F.S., or the 
Guardianship Assistance Program under s. 39.6225, F.S. 

 Was placed in guardianship by the court after spending at least six months in foster care after 
turning 16.  

 Was adopted from the foster care system after May 5, 1997. 
 
 
 
 
 

Effect of the Bill – Older Foster Youth 
 
Independent Living Services  
 
The bill requires DCF and CBC’s to provide information about independent living services and 
programs during the transition plan process. The bill requires information to be tailored to the individual 
needs and plans of the child, including, at a minimum, the specific benefits of each program and how 
such benefits meet the needs and plan of the child, the advantages and disadvantages of participation 
in each program, and the financial value of each program to the child. The bill also requires the child to 
sign a document indicating that he or she received that information, discussed it \with a CBC 
representative, understands how the services and benefits would meet his or her needs and would 
assist the youth in accomplishing future plans.  
 
Postsecondary Education Services and Supports  
 
The bill increases the monthly stipend awarded to young adults in PESS from $1,256 to $1,720 to 
assist young adults in meeting their needs while in postsecondary education. 

 
The bill also requires DCF or CBC’s to assess a young adult’s financial literacy and executive 
functioning, self-regulation, and similar skills that are important for successful completion of 
postsecondary education. The bill requires such assessment to be included in the young adult’s 
transition plan required under s. 39.6035, F.S. DCF or CBC’s must do the assessment prior to the 

                                                 
65 S. 409.1452, F.S. 
66 Department of Children and Families, Agency Bill Analysis 2022 HB 7065 (Feb. 21, 2022). 
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young adult’s receiving funding for PESS and must provide information and referral to the young adult 
as needed to assist him or her in strengthening necessary skills within a reasonable time after 
completion of the assessment.  

 
The bill also requires DCF or CBC’s to work with a young adult participating in PESS to create a 
financial plan that is guided by the young adult’s financial goals to meet his or her needs while in 
postsecondary education. The financial plan must be included in the young adult’s transition plan 
required under s. 39.6035, F.S., and must be reviewed with the young adult and updated, if necessary, 
every six months until the young adult no longer receives PESS funding.  
 
The bill requires DCF or CBC’s to review with the young adult his or her transition plan required under 
s. 39.6035, F.S., during the year before the young adult graduates from postsecondary education or the 
year before the young adult turns 23, whichever occurs first. DCF or the CBC must ensure the 
transition plan includes an assessment of the young adult’s current and future needs and challenges for 
self-sufficiency and address, at a minimum, how the young adult will meet his or her financial needs 
and obligations when PESS funding is no longer provided.  
 

Postsecondary Education Support and Tuition and Fee Exemption 

The bill amends s. 409.1452, F.S., to require on-campus liaisons to provide children and young adults 
currently or formerly in foster care or who are experiencing homelessness with on-campus support. The 
bill requires each institution where a student is exempt from the payment of tuition and fees under s. 
1009.25, F.S., to have, at a minimum, a knowledgeable, accessible, and responsive staff member who 
can provide effective assistance to students in resolving any problems related to use of the exemption. 
The bill allows postsecondary institutions to provide coaching services and other supports, in addition to 
liaisons, to such students to promote their successful completion of postsecondary education and 

transition to independent living.   

The bill also requires postsecondary institutions to maintain the original documentation submitted 
regarding a child or young adult’s involvement in the child welfare system that confers eligibility for the 
tuition and fee exemption. The bill prohibits the postsecondary institution from making additional 
requests for such documentation. 

 
Children’s Initiatives  
 

Current Situation  
 
In 2008, the Legislature created s. 409.147, F.S., which established children’s initiatives. Florida 
children’s initiatives assist disadvantaged areas within the state in creating a community-based service 
network that develops, coordinates, and provides quality education, accessible health care, youth 
development programs, opportunities for employment, and safe and affordable housing for children and 
families living within that area.67 
 
Section 409.147, F.S., outlines the process for a county or municipality (or designated area) to apply to 
the Ounce of Prevention Fund of Florida, Inc. (Ounce) to designate an area as a children’s initiative. 
The governing body of the county or municipality must first adopt a resolution finding the area has 
issues related to poverty, that changes are necessary for the area to improve, and that resources are 
necessary for revitalization of the area.68 The county or municipality must then establish a children’s 
initiative planning team and develop and adopt a strategic community plan.69 Once a county or 
municipality has completed these steps, it must create a not-for-profit corporation to facilitate 
fundraising and secure broad community ownership of the children’s initiative.70  

                                                 
67 S. 409.147(1)(b), F.S.  
68 S. 409.147(4)(a), F.S. 
69 S. 409.147(5), 409.147(6), F.S. 
70 S. 409.147(7), F.S. 
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There are five children’s initiatives in Florida:71 
 

 New Town Success Zone in Jacksonville.  

 Miami Children’s Initiative. 

 Parramore Kidz Zone in Orlando. 

 Sulphur Springs Neighborhood of Promise in Tampa. 

 Overtown Children and Youth Coalition in Miami. 
 
Current law does not authorize state funding for children’s initiatives, or establish eligibility criteria for 
children’s initiatives to receive state funding. However, Ounce of Prevention has historically obtained 
nonrecurring funding for children’s initiatives through local funding requests.72 This results in varying 
services provided by each children’s initiative based on level of funding available.  

 
The Ounce of Prevention Fund of Florida 
 
The Ounce is a private, nonprofit corporation dedicated to shaping prevention policy and investing in 
innovative prevention programs that provide measurable benefits to Florida’s children, families, and 
communities.73 The Ounce identifies, funds, supports, and tests innovative programs to improve the life 
outcomes of children, preserve and strengthen families, and promote healthy behavior and functioning 
in society.74 Current law identifies the Ounce as the only organization able to designate areas in Florida 
as children’s initiatives.75  

 
Effect of the Bill – Children’s Initiatives 
 
The bill requires children’s initiatives to update strategic community plans every five years to reflect, at 
a minimum, the current status of the area served by the children’s initiative, the goals, objectives, and 
strategies for each focus area, and the tasks required to implement the strategies the following year. 
The bill requires the Ounce to directly provide technical assistance to the children’s initiative 
corporations to facilitate achievement of the strategic community plans.  
 
The bill also sets requirements for children’s initiatives to receive state funding. Unless otherwise 
specified in the general appropriations act, a children’s initiative must be awarded state funding through 
a performance-based contract that links payments to achievement of outcomes directly related to the 
goals, objectives, strategies, and tasks outlined in the strategic community plan. It also sets the priority 
for funding to go to children’s initiatives being established in counties which do not currently have an 
initiative.  
 
Child Support 
 
Current Situation  
 
Title IV-D Cases  
 
Title IV-D (IV-D) refers to Title IV, Part D of the Social Security Act, which is the federally funded, state 
administered child support enforcement program.76 The IV-D program is administered by the federal 
Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), within the United States Department of Health and 

                                                 
71 The Ounce of Prevention Fund of Florida, Children’s Initiative Communities in Florida, https://ounce.org/fci_communities.html (last 
visited Feb. 1, 2022). 
72 See, e.g., Fiscal Year 2021-22, Conference Report of SB 2500, specific appropriations 1180 and 1502; Fiscal Year 2020 -21, 
Conference Report of HB 5001, specific appropriations 1196. 
73 The Ounce of Prevention Fund of Florida, https://www.ounce.org/ (last visited Jan. 28, 2022).  
74 Id. 
75 S. 409.147(4), F.S. 
76 42 U.S.C. ss. 651, et. seq.  

https://ounce.org/fci_communities.html
https://www.ounce.org/
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Human Services. The OCSE oversees the national child support program and partners with state and 
local child support agencies to encourage parental responsibility so that children receive financial, 
emotional, and medical support from both parents, even when they live in separate households.77 The 
OCSE does not provide services directly to families, but helps state child support agencies develop, 
manage, and operate their child support programs effectively and according to federal law.  78  
 
As Florida’s IV-D agency,79 the Department of Revenue (DOR) is responsible for collecting and 
enforcing child support.80 The Child Support Program provides child support services to over one 
million children and collects over a billion dollars in child support each year.81 The Child Support 
Program works with parents, employers, financial institutions, the Internal Revenue Service, state and 
local agencies, and courts throughout the state to receive timely child support payments and also works 
with families and partners to:82 
 

 Locate parents, employers, and assets; 

 Establish paternity; 

 Establish and modify child support orders; 

 Collect and disburse child support payments; and 
 Monitor and enforce child support orders.  

 
Child support services are available even if a parent lives in another state or country. To receive the no-
cost services from the Child Support Program, families either complete an application for services or 
are automatically referred because a parent is receiving cash or food assistance.83 

 
The DOR offers child support services in all but two Florida counties, partnering with the State 
Attorney's Office for services in Miami-Dade County and the Manatee County Clerk of Court for 
services in Manatee County.  
 
Other than contacting DOR directly, there is currently no accessible resource for obligors who are 
having difficulty paying child support due to economic hardship.  
 
Non-IV-D Cases 

 
A non-IV-D child support case is a case in which a court has determined that income withholding for 
support is required and neither the employee/obligor nor the custodial party/obligee has applied for, or 
is receiving, child support services through their state’s IV-D agency. 

 
Delinquent Child Support Payments 
 
When an obligor is delinquent in making required child support payments, DOR may increase the 
amount of the monthly support obligation to include amounts for delinquencies.84 If the obligor is not 
subject to income deductions, DOR must notify the obligor of his or her delinquency and of DOR’s 
intent to require an additional 20 percent of the monthly obligation amount to allow for collection of the 
delinquency unless, within 20 days, the obligor pays the delinquency in full or files a petition with the 
circuit court to contest the delinquency status.85  

                                                 
77 Id.  
78 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), An Office of the Administration for 
Children & Families, About the Office of Child Support Enforcement, https://www.acf.hhs.gov/css/about (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
79 S. 409.2557(1), F.S.  
80 See s. 61.13, F.S.  
81 Florida Department of Revenue (DOR), Child Support Program: Overview 2019, 
https://floridarevenue.com/childsupport/Documents/pdf/CS-1003x_Child_Support_Overview_Presentation_External_2020_FFY_2018-
19.pdf (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
82 Id. at 7. 
83 Id. at 5.  
84 S. 409.2564(9)(a), F.S.  
85 S. 409.2564(9)(b), F.S.  

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/css/about
https://floridarevenue.com/childsupport/Documents/pdf/CS-1003x_Child_Support_Overview_Presentation_External_2020_FFY_2018-19.pdf
https://floridarevenue.com/childsupport/Documents/pdf/CS-1003x_Child_Support_Overview_Presentation_External_2020_FFY_2018-19.pdf
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Statue currently doesn’t require the notification information to include information on how the obligor 
can access services if the obligor is having trouble paying child support due to economic hardship. 

 
Non-Custodial Parent Employment Program 
 
The Non-Custodial Parent Employment Program (NCPEP) assists unemployed or underemployed 
noncustodial parents in establishing a pattern of regular child support payments by obtaining and 
maintaining employment.86 The NCPEP currently serves families in Hernando, Hillsborough, Pasco, 
Pinellas, and Miami-Dade counties. Since 1996, the program has assisted 20,070 unduplicated clients 
impacting 52,182 children. In 2020-21, over 67 percent of NCPEP clients obtained and maintained 
employment.87 
 
Effect of the Bill – Child Support 
 
The bill requires DOR to establish on its website a dedicated webpage that provides information to 
obligors who have difficulty paying child support due to economic hardship, and provide a link to the 
webpage on the main child support page. The bill requires the webpage to be in plain language, and 
include, at a minimum, information on how an obligor can modify a child support order, information on 
how to access services from CareerSource Florida and organizations receiving grants that assist non-
custodial parents meet child support obligations, and hyperlinks to the CareerSource Florida website. 
 
The bill requires the delinquent child support payments notification provided to obligors to be in writing 
and include information on how the obligor can access the webpage mentioned above and information 
on how to access services through CareerSource Florida and organizations receiving grants that assist 
non-custodial parents meet child support obligations.  
 
The bill requires Department of Economic Opportunity to award grants to organizations that assist non-
custodial parents, who are unemployed or underemployed and have difficulty meeting child support 
obligations, become self-sufficient and establish a successful pattern of meeting child support 
payments. 

 
DCF Reports 

 
Current Situation  
 
Several statutes require DCF to submit reports on various topics to the Legislature: 
 

 False Hotline Reports: Section 39.205(7), F.S., requires DCF to submit an annual report 
detailing the number of false reports referred to law enforcement for consideration of an 
investigation. This report has consistently indicated that the vast majority of hotline reports are 
made in good faith. In FY 2019-20, 0.18 percent of reports were suspected as being false. For 
the last five fiscal years, the percent of false reports have been below 0.30%, with a five-year 
average of 0.18%.  

 CBC Financial Review: Section 409.996(3), F.S. requires DCF to annually conduct a 
comprehensive, multiyear review of the revenues, expenditures, and financial positions of 
CBC’s. The report must cover the most recent two consecutive fiscal years. The review must 
include a comprehensive system-of-care analysis and all CBC’s must develop and maintain a 
plan to achieve financial viability. DCF’s review and CBC plans must be submitted to the 
Governor and the Legislature by November 1 of each year. DCF reconciles all CBC accounting 

                                                 
86 Gulf Coast Jewish Family and Community Services, Inc., Children & Family Services, 
https://gulfcoastjewishfamilyandcommunityservices.org/children-family-service/ (last visited Feb. 7, 2022). 
87 Gulf Coast Jewish Family and Community Services, Inc., Non-Custodial Parent Employment Program: 2020-2021,  
https://gulfcoastjewishfamilyandcommunityservices.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/NCPEP_Results_Aug2021.pdf.  

https://gulfcoastjewishfamilyandcommunityservices.org/children-family-service/
https://gulfcoastjewishfamilyandcommunityservices.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/NCPEP_Results_Aug2021.pdf
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for the prior fiscal year around September 30, which cause a tight turnaround for finalization and 
review of the required report.  

 Performance Report: S. 409.997(3), F.S., requires DCF to submit an annual Results Oriented 
Accountability performance report to the Governor and the Legislature by October 1 of each 
year. The report describes the current status of the community-based child welfare system of 
care. Because the current due date of the report is October 1 of each year, it uses draft data 
from May and June for the fiscal year. This does not allow inclusion of final annualized child 
welfare data for the fiscal year.  
 

Effect of the Bill – DCF Reports 
 
The bill amends several statutes to remove or adjust the due dates for legislatively required reports. 
Specifically, the bill: 
 

 Repeals the requirement to submit a report to the Governor and the Legislature on false 
reporting of child abuse, abandonment, and neglect.  

 Amends the due date of the CBC financial review report to be December 1 rather than 
November 1. This change will allow DCF more time to reconcile all CBC accounting for the 
prior fiscal year.  

 Amends the due date of the performance report to be November 15 rather than October 1. This 
allows the inclusion of final annualized child welfare data for the fiscal year. 

 
The bill provides an effective date of July 1, 2022.  

 

II.  FISCAL ANALYSIS & ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 
  

A. FISCAL IMPACT ON STATE GOVERNMENT: 
 
1. Revenues: 

 
None. 
 

2. Expenditures: 
 
The bill has a significant, negative, recurring fiscal impact on DEO and DCF. The FY 2022-23 GAA 
provides $60,173,128 to fund various provisions of the bill.  The GAA includes the following 
appropriations attributable to the estimated costs of the bill: 
 

 $27,585,000 in recurring general revenue to DCF to award grants that expand mentorship 
programs for at-risk boys, grants that address the comprehensive needs of fathers, grants 
specifically for evidence-based programs that provide parenting education for fathers, and 
for the Responsible Fatherhood Initiative. 

 $4,200,000 in recurring general revenue to DCF to fund new or existing Children’s 
Initiatives.  

 $4,420,000 in recurring general revenue to the Department of Health to integrate fatherhood 
programs into home visiting programs.  

 $7,050,000 in recurring general revenue to the Department of Economic Opportunity to 
award grants to entities to provide Non-Custodial Parent Employment Programs statewide.  

 
The bill has a negative fiscal impact on CBC’s to implement its provisions related to hiring father 
engagement specialists and increasing the financial stipends to young adults participating in the 
Postsecondary Education Services and Support (PESS) program, which is funded through the FY 
2022-23 GAA. Specifically, the GAA appropriates: 
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 $2,855,376 in recurring general revenue to hire father engagement specialists and to 
enhance services to fathers of children involved, or at-risk of involvement, in the child 
welfare system. 

 $8,352,000 in recurring general revenue to increase the PESS financial assistance stipend. 

 $5,710,752 in recurring general revenue to support former foster youth success in PESS, 
including readiness assessments before entering postsecondary education and helping 
enhance the skills of such young adults, providing ongoing support after entering 
postsecondary education, and creating transition plans to ensure a successful transition to 
adulthood after completion of the PESS program. 

 
B. FISCAL IMPACT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 

 
1. Revenues: 

 
None. 
 
 
 

2. Expenditures: 
 
None. 

 
C. DIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACT ON PRIVATE SECTOR: 

 
 

D. FISCAL COMMENTS: 
 
None. 
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"Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion (23-07).”   

Floridians Protecting Freedom’s Third Submission to the  

Financial Impact Estimating Conference (FIEC) 

We respectfully submit this third submission to provide additional information on the issue of 

cost savings to the state, and particularly Medicaid cost savings, expected as a result of passage 

of the Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion.  

Susan B. Anthony Pro-Life America (SBA) has raised in their Oct. 31, 2023, submission the 

suggestion that Medicaid costs to the state may rise if the amendment were to go into effect. 

However, based on the economic research and data comparing health costs and health risks of 

pregnancy and childbirth as compared to abortion with regards to Medicaid-eligible pregnant 

patients, it seems much more likely and plausible that Medicaid costs to the state would decrease 

due to the Amendment. The Amendment would limit government interference with abortion 

before viability or when necessary to protect the patient’s health, as determined by the patient’s 

healthcare provider. In the absence of this Amendment, contrary to assertions by Opponents, 

Medicaid costs to the state will rise as Medicaid-eligible pregnant patients will be forced to 

continue pregnancies against their will and bring into the world children that they have already 

determined they are unable to raise and support. Please see below discussion:  

• Pregnancy and childbirth are significantly more expensive than abortion. The 

Amendment would thus decrease costs, including Medicaid costs, to the state. 

• Pregnancy and childbirth are significantly more risky to a pregnant patient’s health than 

abortion (which is incredibly safe) and thus continued pregnancy and childbirth results in 

increased healthcare costs. The Amendment would thus decrease costs, including 

Medicaid costs, to the state. 

• The Florida Supreme Court has determined that the state’s Constitutional right to privacy 

governing abortion does not require state funding of abortions, thus any costs at this point 

would be speculative and indirect at best. 

1. Pregnancy and childbirth are significantly more expensive than abortion. The 

Amendment would thus decrease costs, including Medicaid costs, to the state. 

On average, childbirth costs approximately $18,865, including pregnancy, delivery, and 

postpartum care (vaginal delivery costs approximately $15,000 and cesarean section costs 

approximately $26,000).1 For Medicaid-eligible Floridians, Medicaid covers the majority of 

 
1 Rivelli, Elizabeth, “How Much Does it Cost to Have a Baby, 2023 Averages,” Forbes (March 

1, 2023), https://www.forbes.com/advisor/health-insurance/average-childbirth-cost/.  

https://www.forbes.com/advisor/health-insurance/average-childbirth-cost/
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these costs.2 Moreover, 46% of all births in Florida are covered by Medicaid. In 2021, there were 

almost 100,000 births covered by Medicaid in Florida.3  

Thus, the Medicaid costs to the state for continuing pregnancies far outweigh any costs from 

Medicaid-eligible women having medically necessary abortions, which cost on average $700 and 

are not subject to public funding per the Hyde Amendment, except for the narrow circumstances 

of rape, incest, and protecting the life of the pregnant patient. 

Medicaid-Eligible Women & Children 

Medicaid coverage is critical to the health care of millions of women. Medicaid programs must 

cover pregnant women who meet the federal income requirements.  

In addition to Medicaid covering the costs of healthcare related to forced pregnancy and forced 

labor and delivery in the absence of the Amendment, there would be direct costs related to the 

Medicaid-eligible born children until they reach adulthood.   

More than 5.2 million Floridians were enrolled in Medicaid in 2022 and about half of them are 

children, according to the state’s Agency for Health Care Administration, which administers the 

program.4  The number of Medicaid-eligible women of childbearing age (approx. 14-45) in 

Florida is critical to any discussion of increased Medicaid costs to the state in the absence of the 

Amendment. 

2. Pregnancy and childbirth are significantly more risky to a pregnant patient’s health 

than abortion (which is incredibly safe) and thus continued pregnancy and childbirth 

result in increased healthcare costs. The Amendment would thus decrease costs, 

including Medicaid costs, to the state. 

Access to abortion care under the initiative will likely decrease state Medicaid healthcare costs 

and improve health outcomes due to pregnancy-related complications and maternal morbidity 

and mortality rates.5  

Severe maternal morbidity is defined as unexpected outcomes of labor and delivery that result in 

significant short- or long-term consequences to health. The severe maternal morbidity rate has 

been increasing. In 2021, the rate of such complications in Florida was 23.8 per 1,000 delivery 

 
2 Id. See also Hart, Robert, “It Costs Nearly $20,000 to Have a Baby in the U.S. Study Finds,” 

Forbes (July 13, 2022), https://www.forbes.com/sites/roberthart/2022/07/13/it-costs-nearly-

20000-to-have-a-baby-in-the-us-study-finds/?sh=3c0f07332924. 
3 Florida Health Charts, Births Covered by Medicaid 

https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/ChartsDashboards/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=Birth.Dataviewer&cid

=595.  
4 Chang, Daniel, “Florida Will Extend Medicaid Coverage to New Mothers For a Full Year 

Following Childbirth,” Miami Herald (May 28, 2022), 

https://www.miamiherald.com/news/health-care/article261870245.html.  
5 The Commonwealth Fund, "New Report: Pregnancy and Delivery Complications Cost the 

United States Billions," (Nov. 12, 2021), https://www.commonwealthfund.org/press-

release/2021/new-report-pregnancy-and-delivery-complications-cost-united-states-billions.  

https://www.miamiherald.com/news/health-care/article261870245.html
https://www.forbes.com/sites/roberthart/2022/07/13/it-costs-nearly-20000-to-have-a-baby-in-the-us-study-finds/?sh=3c0f07332924
https://www.forbes.com/sites/roberthart/2022/07/13/it-costs-nearly-20000-to-have-a-baby-in-the-us-study-finds/?sh=3c0f07332924
https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/ChartsDashboards/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=Birth.Dataviewer&cid=595
https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/ChartsDashboards/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=Birth.Dataviewer&cid=595
https://www.miamiherald.com/news/health-care/article261870245.html
https://www.commonwealthfund.org/press-release/2021/new-report-pregnancy-and-delivery-complications-cost-united-states-billions
https://www.commonwealthfund.org/press-release/2021/new-report-pregnancy-and-delivery-complications-cost-united-states-billions
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hospitalizations.6 Racial disparities persist in the severe maternal morbidity rate. For example, 

Black women on Medicaid have a 73% higher severe maternal morbidity rate than white 

women.7 

For Medicaid recipients, a severe maternal morbidity event increased per-patient costs 175%, 

from $9,652 to $26,513.8 

Additional Costs Due to Other Pregnancy-Related Complications  

Being forced to continue a pregnancy also includes a risk of experiencing complications that 

while not life-threatening, require increase medical costs to the state for Medicaid-eligible 

patients, including emergency c-sections, infections, and significant blood loss, as well as pre-

natal and post-partum depression.  

Pregnancy complications increase the average cost of a vaginal delivery by 16% and a c-section 

delivery by 18%, while childbirth complications increase the average cost of these deliveries by 

63% and 52% respectively.9 

The Center for Disease Control found that 1 in 8 women with a recent live birth experience 

symptoms of postpartum depression.10 Additionally, the Turnaway Study documented the mental 

health effects of being forced to carry a pregnancy to term.11 The study found that those who 

were unable to have abortions because they were past the gestational age limit suffered adverse 

physical and mental challenges, as well as economic challenges. The Turnaway study also found 

no evidence of mental health problems related to having an abortion. In fact, it found that 95 

 
6 Florida Health Charts, Severe Maternal Morbidity, 

https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/charts/LoadPage.aspx?l=rdPage.aspx?rdReport=NonVitalInd.Dat

aviewer&cid=0867.  
7 Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Maternal Health, Blue Cross Blue Shield, The Health of 

America Report (Sept. 21, 2022). https://www.bcbs.com/the-health-of-america/reports/racial-

and-ethnic-disparities-maternal-health.   
8 Black, Christopher M. et al. “Costs of Severe Maternal Morbidity in U.S. Commercially 

Insured and Medicaid Populations: An Updated Analysis.” Women's health reports vol. 2,1 443-

451. (Sep. 27, 2021), https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8524749/.  
9 “Trends in Pregnancy and Childbirth Complications in the U.S.,” Blue Cross Blue Shield, 

Maternal Health (June 17, 2020), https://www.bcbs.com/the-health-of-america/reports/trends-in-

pregnancy-and-childbirth-complications-in-the-us.  
10 Bauman BL, Ko JY, Cox S, et al. “Vital Signs: Postpartum Depressive Symptoms and 

Provider Discussions About Perinatal Depression – United States, 2018,” MMWR Morbidity 

Mortality Weekly Report (May 15, 2020), 

https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/69/wr/mm6919a2.htm.  
11 Research on Abortion Care, Introduction to the Turnaway Study (2022), 

https://www.ansirh.org/sites/default/files/2022-

12/turnawaystudyannotatedbibliography122122.pdf; see also Frost, Dan, “Turnaway Study 

Shows Impact on Abortion-Access on Well-Being,” University of California San Fransisco (June 

30, 2022), https://www.ucsf.edu/news/2022/06/423161/ucsf-turnaway-study-shows-impact-

abortion-access. 

https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/charts/LoadPage.aspx?l=rdPage.aspx?rdReport=NonVitalInd.Dataviewer&cid=0867
https://www.flhealthcharts.gov/charts/LoadPage.aspx?l=rdPage.aspx?rdReport=NonVitalInd.Dataviewer&cid=0867
https://www.bcbs.com/the-health-of-america/reports/racial-and-ethnic-disparities-maternal-health
https://www.bcbs.com/the-health-of-america/reports/racial-and-ethnic-disparities-maternal-health
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8524749/
https://www.bcbs.com/the-health-of-america/reports/trends-in-pregnancy-and-childbirth-complications-in-the-us
https://www.bcbs.com/the-health-of-america/reports/trends-in-pregnancy-and-childbirth-complications-in-the-us
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/69/wr/mm6919a2.htm
https://www.ansirh.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/turnawaystudyannotatedbibliography122122.pdf
https://www.ansirh.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/turnawaystudyannotatedbibliography122122.pdf
https://www.ucsf.edu/news/2022/06/423161/ucsf-turnaway-study-shows-impact-abortion-access
https://www.ucsf.edu/news/2022/06/423161/ucsf-turnaway-study-shows-impact-abortion-access
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percent of people who chose to have abortions reported that it was the right decision for them 

when interviewed over the next five years.12  

Comparing Abortion Mortality Data   

In 2021, the maternal mortality rate was 32.9 deaths per 100,000 live births.13 In contrast, the 

fatality rate for abortions for 2013–2019 was 0.43 deaths per 100,000 legal induced abortions.14 

The CDC identified only four abortion-related deaths in the United States for 2019, out of a total 

of approximately 620,000 abortions.15  

Racial disparities persist in the maternal mortality rate: 

• 69.9 deaths per 100,000 live births among Black women 

• 28 deaths per 100,000 live births among Hispanic persons. 

• 26.6 deaths per 100,000 live births among non-Hispanic White persons. 

The six most frequent underlying causes of pregnancy-related death are as follows: mental health 

conditions (22.7%), hemorrhage (13.7%), cardiac and coronary conditions (12.8%), infection 

(9.2%), thrombotic embolism (8.7%), and cardiomyopathy (8.5%).16 

The Amendment Will Result in Better Health Outcomes Decreasing Medicaid costs 

The Amendment will ensure that OBGYNs are not driven from the state in order to practice their 

profession without fear of criminalization. In states where abortion is criminalized, there are 

fewer and fewer OBGYNs willing to remain or move to those states as they are precluded by the 

government from providing the best practice medical care for their patients. Additionally, 

according to the Association of American Medical Colleges, “fewer doctors are applying for 

 
12 Id.  
13 Hoyert, Donna L., “Maternal Mortality Rates in the United States, 2021,” National Center for 

Health Statistics Centers for Disease Control (2023), 

https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/hestat/maternal-mortality/2021/maternal-mortality-rates-

2021.htm#fig1.  
14 Kortsmit, Katherine, et al. “Abortion Surveillance – United States, 2020,” MMWR 

Surveillance Summary 2022; 71(No. SS-10), 

https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/71/ss/ss7110a1.htm.  
15 Id. 
16 Trost, Susanna, et al. “Pregnancy-Related Deaths: Data from Maternal Mortality Review 

Committees in 36 US States,” 2017–2019, CDC 

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternal-mortality/docs/pdf/Pregnancy-Related-Deaths-

Data-MMRCs-2017-2019-H.pdf (analyzing data on 1,018 pregnancy-related deaths among 

residents of 36 states from 2017–2019); see also Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 

“Pregnancy and Mortality Surveillance System,” 

https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternal-mortality/pregnancy-mortality-surveillance-

system.htm. 

https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/hestat/maternal-mortality/2021/maternal-mortality-rates-2021.htm#fig1
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/hestat/maternal-mortality/2021/maternal-mortality-rates-2021.htm#fig1
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/71/ss/ss7110a1.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternal-mortality/docs/pdf/Pregnancy-Related-Deaths-Data-MMRCs-2017-2019-H.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternal-mortality/docs/pdf/Pregnancy-Related-Deaths-Data-MMRCs-2017-2019-H.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternal-mortality/pregnancy-mortality-surveillance-system.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/maternal-mortality/pregnancy-mortality-surveillance-system.htm
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residencies in states where there are abortion bans, like Florida.”17 Fewer OBGYNs in abortion-

ban states will lead to worse health outcomes for all patients experiencing pregnancy and 

delivery related health risk complications, and thus higher Medicaid costs. Due to the exodus of 

physicians from abortion-ban states, these “maternity care deserts” will result in worse health 

outcomes, greater hospital utilization, and increased Medicaid costs to the state.18 

Florida is the most expensive state for emergency room visits.19 Particularly for Florida’s 

uninsured population, Medicaid recipients, as well as state employees, these healthcare and 

hospital costs may negatively impact state budgets. 

Abortion bans force people to continue pregnancies even when there are significant health 

concerns.  Researchers have found that a total abortion ban could increase the number of 

maternal deaths by 24 percent, with the greatest impact on Black women, at 39 percent.20  

A 2021 study found that abortion legalization reduced maternal mortality among Black women 

by 30-40%.21 

3. The Florida Supreme Court has determined that the state’s Constitutional right to 

privacy governing abortion does not require state funding of abortions, thus any costs 

at this point would be speculative and indirect at best.  

Background on ban on Medicaid funding for abortions: Medicaid is a joint federal-state program 

designed to provide medical care to the poor. The Medicaid program in Florida is administered 

by AHCA.22 The federal Hyde Amendment, passed in 1977, bans state use of federal Medicaid 

 
17 Munoz, Luana, “Florida Sees Shortage of OBGYN Physicians,” WESH (June 29, 2023), 

https://www.wesh.com/article/florida-obgyn-doctors-shortage/44392270#. 
18 Stolberg, Sheryl Gay, “As Abortion Laws Drive Obstetricians From Red-States, Maternity 

Care Suffers,” New York Times (September 7, 2023). 

https://www.nytimes.com/2023/09/06/us/politics/abortion-obstetricians-maternity-

care.html#:~:text=Across%20the%20country%2C%20in%20red,are%20avoiding%20states%20l

ike%20Idaho. 
19 Learish, Jessica, “Emergency Room Visit Cost: The Most Expensive States,” CBS News 

(December 4, 2020), https://www.cbsnews.com/pictures/emergency-room-visit-cost-most-

expensive-states/52/.  
20 Hoffman, L., et. al., (August 25, 2022), “State Abortion Bans Will Harm Women and 

Families’ economic Security Across the U.S., Center for American Progress, 

https://www.americanprogress.org/article/state-abortion-bans-will-harm-women-and-families-

economic-security-across-the-us/. 
21 Myers, Caitlin and Welch, Morgan, “What Can Economic Research Tell Us About the Effect 

of Abortion Access on Women’s Lives?” Brookings Institute (Nov. 30, 2021),  

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-can-economic-research-tell-us-about-the-effect-of-

abortion-access-on-womens-lives/. 
22 See Section 409.902, Fla. Stat. 

https://www.wesh.com/article/florida-obgyn-doctors-shortage/44392270
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/09/06/us/politics/abortion-obstetricians-maternity-care.html#:~:text=Across%20the%20country%2C%20in%20red,are%20avoiding%20states%20like%20Idaho
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/09/06/us/politics/abortion-obstetricians-maternity-care.html#:~:text=Across%20the%20country%2C%20in%20red,are%20avoiding%20states%20like%20Idaho
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/09/06/us/politics/abortion-obstetricians-maternity-care.html#:~:text=Across%20the%20country%2C%20in%20red,are%20avoiding%20states%20like%20Idaho
https://www.cbsnews.com/pictures/emergency-room-visit-cost-most-expensive-states/52/
https://www.cbsnews.com/pictures/emergency-room-visit-cost-most-expensive-states/52/
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/state-abortion-bans-will-harm-women-and-families-economic-security-across-the-us/
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/state-abortion-bans-will-harm-women-and-families-economic-security-across-the-us/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-can-economic-research-tell-us-about-the-effect-of-abortion-access-on-womens-lives/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-can-economic-research-tell-us-about-the-effect-of-abortion-access-on-womens-lives/
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dollars to pay for abortions except in three narrow circumstances -- where pregnancy is the result 

of rape or incest, or the abortion is "necessary to save the life of the woman."23  

While the Hyde Amendment restricts federal funding, states may choose to use their own 

funding resources to cover abortions past these circumstances. In other words, states are 

permitted to provide additional services that go further than the federal Hyde Amendment’s 

narrow exceptions and may opt to use their own funds to cover other medically necessary 

abortions for Medicaid beneficiaries.24  

Currently, 32 states, including Florida, and the District of Columbia follow the federal Hyde 

amendment standards and provide coverage only in cases of life endangerment, rape, and incest. 

See the Guttmacher Institute’s chart of states that follow the Hyde Amendment and those states 

that go further. For the states that go further than the Hyde Amendment standards, some of those 

states voluntarily chose to provide greater coverage and some of those states were court ordered 

to cover medically necessary abortions on state law claims.25  

Florida Supreme Court Precedent 

The Florida Supreme Court in Renee B. v. Florida Agency for Health Care Administration,  

found that Florida’s following of the Hyde Amendment did not violate Floridians’ constitutional 

right to privacy, which limited government interference with abortion.26  

The Florida Supreme Court held: 

The financial constraints that restrict an indigent woman's ability to enjoy the full 

range of constitutionally protected freedom of choice are the product not 

of governmental restrictions on access to abortions, but rather of her indigence. 

Although Congress has opted to subsidize medically necessary services generally, 

but not certain medically necessary abortions, the fact remains that the Hyde 

Amendment leaves an indigent woman with at least the same range of choice in 

deciding whether to obtain a medically necessary abortion as she would have had if 

Congress had chosen to subsidize no health care costs at all. 

... Although the Florida Legislature has opted to subsidize medically necessary 

services generally, but not certain medically necessary abortions, the fact remains 

that Florida's Medicaid program leaves an indigent woman with at least the same 

 
23 Renee B. v. Florida Agency for Health Care Administration, 790 So. 2d 1036, 1038 (Fla. 

2001). 
24 Id. (citing Harris v. McRae, 448 U.S. 297, 310, n. 16 (1980)(upholding constitutionality of 

Hyde Amendment and providing that Hyde Amendment does not place a limit on state funds and 

therefore states can choose to fund other procedures, including abortions, beyond those 

procedures that are funded by the Hyde Amendment)). 
25 Guttmacher Institute, “State Funding of Abortion Under Medicaid” (Aug. 31, 2023), 

https://www.guttmacher.org/state-policy/explore/state-funding-abortion-under-medicaid. 
26 Renee B, 790 So. 2d at 1039-1041. 

https://www.guttmacher.org/state-policy/explore/state-funding-abortion-under-medicaid
https://www.guttmacher.org/state-policy/explore/state-funding-abortion-under-medicaid
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range of choice in deciding whether to obtain a medically necessary abortion as she 

would have had if the Legislature had chosen to subsidize no health care costs at all.27 

SBA recognizes that the Hyde Amendment only requires funding for abortions in the narrow 

circumstances of rape, incest, and life of the mother, and that any state funding beyond that, 

while permitted, is not required. Moreover, SBA recognizes that Florida Supreme Court 

precedent upheld Florida’s following of the Hyde Amendment. However, they assert that 

because some other states that have constitutional amendments protecting abortion access have 

sought to extend Medicaid coverage beyond the Hyde Amendment, that the FIEC should present 

this to voters as “as a possible outcome” of enacting the Amendment (SBA Oct. 3, 2023).  

We note that correlation is not causation. Just because other state legislatures and governors may 

voluntarily choose to provide additional funding does not mean it is likely that Florida’s 

governor and legislature would voluntarily choose to provide for additional funding beyond the 

Hyde Amendment. Similarly, just because other state’s highest courts may have interpreted their 

constitutions to provide for additional funding beyond the Hyde Amendment, it is unknowable 

how Florida’s Supreme Court would interpret the Amendment, if a case was brought before 

them. Far from being likely “direct costs” to the state, these alleged potential costs seem to be 

highly speculative and remote and contingent on potential future litigation outcomes at some 

distant point in time. 

In contrast, there is a much more immediate and direct likelihood of decreased state Medicaid 

costs as a result of the Amendment. The Amendment would ensure that Medicaid-eligible 

women of child-bearing age would not be forced to continue pregnancies against their will and 

undergo labor and delivery, at significantly higher costs to the state.  

 
27 Id.  
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From: Nina Doorley <Doorley@iwpr.org>
Sent: Friday, October 27, 2023 9:50 AM
To: edrcoordinator
Cc: Christine Clark
Subject: Submission to FIEC Re: Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion 

(23-07)
Attachments: The-Economic-Impacts-of-Reproductive-Restrictions-in-Florida-FINAL.pdf

Good morning – 

Please see the attached submission from the Institute for Women’s Policy Research with regard to the 
economic impacts of reproductive restrictions in Florida. 

As provided in the attached, “Abortion restrictions in Florida caused an economic loss totaling $5.7 billion in 
2022 alone (Table 1). Nearly 358,000 more women ages 15‐44 could enter the workforce per year in Florida 
absent these restrictions (Table 1). Removing reproductive rights restrictions would strengthen Florida’s 
economy and local businesses by improving women’s participation in the labor force, and therefore their 
earnings.” 

We respectfully request that our submission be considered in the FIEC’s review of the economic impacts of the 
Proposed Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion (23‐07). 

If you have any questions or would like any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 

Nina Besser Doorley 
Pronouns: She/Her/Hers  
Vice President, Policy and Strategic Initiatives | Institute for Women's Policy Research  
Ph: 703.220.7993 (mobile) | doorley@iwpr.org | iwpr.org/give |iwpr.org  

***My working day may not be your working day. Please don’t feel obligated to reply to this email outside of 
your normal working hours.*** 

mailto:Doorley@iwpr.org
mailto:edrcoordinator@leg.state.fl.us
mailto:cclark@iwpr.org
mailto:doorley@iwpr.org
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.iwpr.org%2Fgive&data=05%7C01%7Cedrcoordinator%40leg.state.fl.us%7C92a1f9aa1f214fcb7ace08dbd6f39d74%7C0505bbe39726451b8f6fc7a729eae470%7C0%7C0%7C638340115078490211%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Ep%2FJEATwP2Gd2Mq8WPEBTEP4bqMsAj7ta6q%2FsRRetdI%3D&reserved=0




THE ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH RESTRICTIONS 
IN FLORIDA 


Laws and policies that limit access to reproductive health care have devastating and wide-ranging 
effects on women’s lives, families, and entire communities. These include tangible economic impacts: 
restricting access to reproductive health care creates barriers to women’s pursuit of education and 
their participation in the workforce. Women’s overall earnings suffer as a result, and these restrictions 
have broader implications for the state’s economy and labor force, as well. IWPR estimates show that 
reproductive health restrictions cost the Florida economy billions of dollars each year. 


Prior to the Supreme Court’s decision in Dobbs v. 
Jackson Women’s Health Organization to overturn 
the constitutional right to abortion, Florida Governor 
Ron DeSantis signed into law a 15-week statewide 
abortion ban, effective July 1, 2022. Governor DeSantis 
subsequently signed a 6-week ban, passed in April 
2023, but the implementation of the 6-week ban is 
contingent upon the outcome of legal challenges 
to the 15-week restriction.1 Although both the 15-
week and 6-week bans are sweeping restrictions, 
gestational age limitations like these are just one 
policy tool that lawmakers use to restrict abortion access and reproductive rights. Other restrictions 
on abortion access in Florida include prohibitions on the use of public funds for abortion services and 
requirements that abortion providers treating minors must first notify the patient’s parents and obtain 
parental consent. There is no mandatory, quality sex education in Florida to promote safe sex practices 
and informed consent among young people.


Abortion restrictions in Florida caused an economic loss totaling $5.7 billion in 2022 alone (Table 1). 
Nearly 358,000 more women ages 15-44 could enter the workforce per year in Florida absent these 
restrictions (Table 1). Removing reproductive rights restrictions would strengthen Florida’s economy 
and local businesses by improving women’s participation in the labor force, and therefore their earnings. 


Labor Force Participation and Earnings


IWPR estimates that, in 2022, 15% more women ages 15-44 would have entered the labor force if 
reproductive restrictions were lifted, compared to 2021 (Table 1). Between 2018 and 2022, if restrictive 
abortion policies were eliminated, Florida’s workforce of women ages 15-44 would have increased by 1 
million (Table 1). With fewer barriers to abortion access, more women in Florida would participate in 
the workforce.


1 Center for Reproductive Rights, After Roe Fell: Abortion Laws By State: Florida, (New York, NY: CRR, 2023) 
<https://reproductiverights.org/maps/state/florida/>.
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As labor force participation among women in this age group declined in Florida, so did earnings. Women 
ages 15-44 earned $22.80 less in weekly median earnings in 2022 than they earned in 2021 (Table 1). 
Restrictions on abortion access and reproductive care are costing women in Florida significant earnings. 


TABLE 1. Florida’s Annual Cost of Reproductive Restrictions


Economic (GDP) Loss (in billions) Labor Force Loss  Weekly Median Earnings 
(USD)


Year Women  
15-44 


Women  
45-65 Total Women 


15-44 
Women 
45-65 Total Women  


15-44 
Women  
45-65


2018  $2.61    $2.24     $4.85  201,450 153,296 354,746  $678.7   $766.8  


2019  $2.67    $2.24   $4.91  214,619 152,980 367,599  $672.6   $826.2  


2020  $2.66  $2.19   $4.84 203,937 143,661 342,102  $774.8   $890.7  


2021  $3.00 $2.53   $5.53  191,629 150,473 342,102  $743.2   $870.2  


2022  $3.18 $2.57  $5.74  219,711 166,852 386,563  $720.4   $862.3  


Total  $14.11 $11.76   $25.87  1,031,346 767,262 1,793,112   -   -


Yearly 
Average  $2.82  $2.35  $5.17 206,269.2 153,452.3 358,622.4 $717.94   $843.24  


Note: Values in 2022 constant dollars
Source: Institute for Women’s Policy Research; Data from the Current Population Survey (CPS) 2022, compiled by the Institute 
for Women’s Policy Research


Comparative Analysis 


How does Florida measure up when compared to the rest of the United States? IWPR’s 2022 Reproductive 
Rights Index ranked Florida 22nd in the nation and gave the Sunshine State a C+ grade due to its many 
restrictions on abortion access and other reproductive rights.2 On the 2021 IWPR Employment and 
Earnings Index for the economic standing of women across all 50 states, Florida earned a D+ and 
ranked 44th on women’s labor force participation rate.3 Florida could better deliver for women—and 
for all residents of the state—by expanding access to abortion and other reproductive health care.  


 
Note: The Dobbs decision and Florida’s statewide 15-week abortion ban both took effect in July 2022, marking a clear shift 
toward more stringent reproductive restrictions, therefore the 2022 data uniquely reflect economic data in the context of 
both Roe v. Wade protections as well as a post-Roe abortion ban in Florida within the same year. The 6-week abortion ban in 
Florida has not yet taken effect and is therefore not reflected in the above data.


2 C. Nicole Mason, Kate Ryan, Olivia Storz, Georgia Povatzis, and Ariane Hegewisch, IWPR Reproductive Rights Index A State-
by-State Analysis and Ranking, Report, (Washington, DC: IWPR, 2022), <https://iwpr.org/iwpr-reproductive-rights-index-a-
state-by-state-analysis-and-ranking/>.  
3 Elyse Shaw and Halie Mariano, “Before The “She-cession”: A Pre-pandemic Snapshot Shows More Women In The Work-
force Than Ever;” Brief, IWPR (Washington, DC: IWPR, 2021), <https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Employ-
ment-Earnings-Index-Brief.pdf>.



https://iwpr.org/iwpr-reproductive-rights-index-a-state-by-state-analysis-and-ranking/

https://iwpr.org/iwpr-reproductive-rights-index-a-state-by-state-analysis-and-ranking/

https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Employment-Earnings-Index-Brief.pdf

https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Employment-Earnings-Index-Brief.pdf





THE ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH RESTRICTIONS 
IN FLORIDA 

Laws and policies that limit access to reproductive health care have devastating and wide-ranging 
effects on women’s lives, families, and entire communities. These include tangible economic impacts: 
restricting access to reproductive health care creates barriers to women’s pursuit of education and 
their participation in the workforce. Women’s overall earnings suffer as a result, and these restrictions 
have broader implications for the state’s economy and labor force, as well. IWPR estimates show that 
reproductive health restrictions cost the Florida economy billions of dollars each year. 

Prior to the Supreme Court’s decision in Dobbs v. 
Jackson Women’s Health Organization to overturn 
the constitutional right to abortion, Florida Governor 
Ron DeSantis signed into law a 15-week statewide 
abortion ban, effective July 1, 2022. Governor DeSantis 
subsequently signed a 6-week ban, passed in April 
2023, but the implementation of the 6-week ban is 
contingent upon the outcome of legal challenges 
to the 15-week restriction.1 Although both the 15-
week and 6-week bans are sweeping restrictions, 
gestational age limitations like these are just one 
policy tool that lawmakers use to restrict abortion access and reproductive rights. Other restrictions 
on abortion access in Florida include prohibitions on the use of public funds for abortion services and 
requirements that abortion providers treating minors must first notify the patient’s parents and obtain 
parental consent. There is no mandatory, quality sex education in Florida to promote safe sex practices 
and informed consent among young people.

Abortion restrictions in Florida caused an economic loss totaling $5.7 billion in 2022 alone (Table 1). 
Nearly 358,000 more women ages 15-44 could enter the workforce per year in Florida absent these 
restrictions (Table 1). Removing reproductive rights restrictions would strengthen Florida’s economy 
and local businesses by improving women’s participation in the labor force, and therefore their earnings. 

Labor Force Participation and Earnings

IWPR estimates that, in 2022, 15% more women ages 15-44 would have entered the labor force if 
reproductive restrictions were lifted, compared to 2021 (Table 1). Between 2018 and 2022, if restrictive 
abortion policies were eliminated, Florida’s workforce of women ages 15-44 would have increased by 1 
million (Table 1). With fewer barriers to abortion access, more women in Florida would participate in 
the workforce.

1 Center for Reproductive Rights, After Roe Fell: Abortion Laws By State: Florida, (New York, NY: CRR, 2023) 
<https://reproductiverights.org/maps/state/florida/>.
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As labor force participation among women in this age group declined in Florida, so did earnings. Women 
ages 15-44 earned $22.80 less in weekly median earnings in 2022 than they earned in 2021 (Table 1). 
Restrictions on abortion access and reproductive care are costing women in Florida significant earnings. 

TABLE 1. Florida’s Annual Cost of Reproductive Restrictions

Economic (GDP) Loss (in billions) Labor Force Loss  Weekly Median Earnings 
(USD)

Year Women  
15-44 

Women  
45-65 Total Women 

15-44 
Women 
45-65 Total Women  

15-44 
Women  
45-65

2018  $2.61    $2.24     $4.85  201,450 153,296 354,746  $678.7   $766.8  

2019  $2.67    $2.24   $4.91  214,619 152,980 367,599  $672.6   $826.2  

2020  $2.66  $2.19   $4.84 203,937 143,661 342,102  $774.8   $890.7  

2021  $3.00 $2.53   $5.53  191,629 150,473 342,102  $743.2   $870.2  

2022  $3.18 $2.57  $5.74  219,711 166,852 386,563  $720.4   $862.3  

Total  $14.11 $11.76   $25.87  1,031,346 767,262 1,793,112   -   -

Yearly 
Average  $2.82  $2.35  $5.17 206,269.2 153,452.3 358,622.4 $717.94   $843.24  

Note: Values in 2022 constant dollars
Source: Institute for Women’s Policy Research; Data from the Current Population Survey (CPS) 2022, compiled by the Institute 
for Women’s Policy Research

Comparative Analysis 

How does Florida measure up when compared to the rest of the United States? IWPR’s 2022 Reproductive 
Rights Index ranked Florida 22nd in the nation and gave the Sunshine State a C+ grade due to its many 
restrictions on abortion access and other reproductive rights.2 On the 2021 IWPR Employment and 
Earnings Index for the economic standing of women across all 50 states, Florida earned a D+ and 
ranked 44th on women’s labor force participation rate.3 Florida could better deliver for women—and 
for all residents of the state—by expanding access to abortion and other reproductive health care.  

 
Note: The Dobbs decision and Florida’s statewide 15-week abortion ban both took effect in July 2022, marking a clear shift 
toward more stringent reproductive restrictions, therefore the 2022 data uniquely reflect economic data in the context of 
both Roe v. Wade protections as well as a post-Roe abortion ban in Florida within the same year. The 6-week abortion ban in 
Florida has not yet taken effect and is therefore not reflected in the above data.

2 C. Nicole Mason, Kate Ryan, Olivia Storz, Georgia Povatzis, and Ariane Hegewisch, IWPR Reproductive Rights Index A State-
by-State Analysis and Ranking, Report, (Washington, DC: IWPR, 2022), <https://iwpr.org/iwpr-reproductive-rights-index-a-
state-by-state-analysis-and-ranking/>.  
3 Elyse Shaw and Halie Mariano, “Before The “She-cession”: A Pre-pandemic Snapshot Shows More Women In The Work-
force Than Ever;” Brief, IWPR (Washington, DC: IWPR, 2021), <https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Employ-
ment-Earnings-Index-Brief.pdf>.

https://iwpr.org/iwpr-reproductive-rights-index-a-state-by-state-analysis-and-ranking/
https://iwpr.org/iwpr-reproductive-rights-index-a-state-by-state-analysis-and-ranking/
https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Employment-Earnings-Index-Brief.pdf
https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Employment-Earnings-Index-Brief.pdf


 

Tab 10 
 

Materials from Opponents 



 

FIEC Public Workshop – October 19th at 9 am Room 117, Knot Building, 415 W. St. Augus�ne Street, Tallahassee, Florida.  

My name is Ka�e Glenn Daniel, and I serve as state policy director for Susan B. Anthony Pro-Life America. While my role is 
na�onal in scope, I earned my JD at UF, am a member of the Florida Bar, and live in Tampa.  

SBA’s mission is to protect vulnerable human life. Our nonprofit research arm, the Charlote Lozier Ins�tute, has extensively 
studied and published peer-reviewed papers showing the harms of abor�on and the good that flows from laws that protect 
the unborn. We regularly tes�fy around the country, and members of our team, including a Florida-based re�red Ob-gyn 
and former abor�on provider, tes�fied in all four hearings on the Heartbeat Protec�on Act this spring. 

SBA will provide the commitee with a writen report demonstra�ng the nega�ve financial impact Florida will suffer if this 
ini�a�ve takes effect and makes Florida a late-term abor�on des�na�on. 

Any increase or decrease in abor�ons will affect the birth rate, which affects our popula�on, which then affects the state 
budget and economy. A US Joint Economic Commitee report found that the cost of abor�on was $6.9T in 2019 alone. But 
I would also like to highlight two other points of analysis for you today: 

First, how Michigan is implemen�ng a similar ini�a�ve 

• In 2022, Michigan passed Prop 3, establishing a broad right to abor�on into the state cons�tu�on. Just this week a 
proponent of this amendment compared it to Michigan in the Tampa Bay Times.   

• Prop 3 has been interpreted to require state Medicaid funding of elec�ve abor�ons, which the House fiscal agency 
predicts will increase costs by $2-6M each year. 

• Ci�ng Prop 3, Michigan lawmakers introduced bills to repeal longstanding pro-life laws, including informed consent, 
coercion counseling and medical screening, all laws �ed to beter physical and mental health outcomes. 
 

Second, the use of undefined terms like “viability” and “provider” makes this an unrestricted late-term abor�on 
amendment. Therefore, the insurance and healthcare costs of permi�ng abor�ons throughout pregnancy must be 
considered.  

• Numerous studies show that removing health and safety regula�ons increases health u�liza�on and costs due to 
higher rates of and more serious physical complica�ons and worse mental health outcomes. 

• In the 17 states that pay for abor�ons using Medicaid, the hospitaliza�on rate increased by 500% from 1999 to 
2015. 

• In 2016 and 2023, the FDA removed cri�cal safeguards on chemical abor�ons which are only backstopped by state 
laws. Should the amendment repeal those laws, Florida’s emergency room u�liza�on would increase.  

• European data shows that the “fail rate” for chemical abor�on in the second trimester is up to 40%.  Allowing late-
term abor�ons to be performed by non-physician “providers” who are not trained in gynecology will increase 
complica�on rates, and expensive follow up treatment.  

• These costs extend beyond immediate u�liza�on; “no test” abor�ons increase the risks of future fer�lity problems 
for women with a nega�ve blood type who must be treated for Rh D isoimmuniza�on concurrently with their 
abor�ons. 

The research shows that this amendment’s fiscal impact is not limited to popula�on counts. Abor�on on demand would 
increase emergency healthcare u�liza�on, may overburden state Medicaid, and cost Florida taxpayers. 

https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Calendar/2024/Additional%20Meetings%202023-09-22%20095522.PDF
https://www.jec.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/republicans/2022/6/the-economic-cost-of-abortion
https://www.tampabay.com/news/florida-politics/2023/10/13/abortion-petition-florida-constitution-amendment-privacy/
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/billanalysis/House/pdf/2023-HLA-4949-B6E1D3B5.pdf
https://lozierinstitute.org/a-cohort-study-of-mental-health-services-utilization-following-a-first-pregnancy-abortion-or-birth/
https://lozierinstitute.org/a-longitudinal-cohort-study-of-emergency-room-utilization-following-mifepristone-chemical-and-surgical-abortions-1999-2015/
https://lozierinstitute.org/fact-sheet-risks-and-complications-of-chemical-abortion/
https://lozierinstitute.org/no-test-chemical-abortion-provision-can-it-be-justified/
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Comment on Proposed Amendment 23-07’s Negative Impact on Florida’s Budget 

 

Date: October 31, 2023  

 

To: The Financial Impact Estimating Conference (FIEC) 

       Office of Economic & Demographic Research 

 

We are writing to raise concerns that Amendment 23-07 would impose a significant and ongoing financial 

burden on Florida’s Medicaid program.  

 

First, because every other state that has recognized a state right to abortion and applied strict scrutiny 

analysis has found prohibitions on public funding for abortions unconstitutional. Second, because even if 

Florida continued following precedent set in Renee B. and its progeny and did not directly fund abortions, 

the Amendment’s policy of unrestricted abortion will significantly raise the post-abortion complication 

rates and healthcare utilization rates for physical and mental healthcare.  

 

Will Amendment 23-07 require state funding for abortions? Through analyzing legal precedent and 

longitudinal medical data, the answer is that significant financial impacts are likely.  

 

The majority of states, including Florida, follow the federal Hyde Amendment in covering abortions under 

Medicaid only for rape, incest, and life of the mother. In 1980, the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the 

constitutionality of the Hyde Amendment in Harris v. McRae, finding that the right to abortion created in 

Roe v. Wade did not extend to a right to a government-subsidized abortion.  

 

Despite the Harris decision and the Hyde Amendment’s annual inclusion in federal appropriations since 

1977, the states that have an independent state right to abortion either through the ballot initiative process 

or as determined by state courts, have all extended it to require state-funded abortions under Medicaid 

beyond the Hyde Amendment’s limits when asked to review the question in state court – all except Florida.  

 

The Florida Supreme Court has been the lone outlier since it decided Renee B. v. AHCA in 2001. The 

Third DCA followed Renee B. in 2004 in A Choice for Women v. AHCA, recognizing that the Florida 

Supreme Court had “relied heavily on Harris v. McRae in reaching its conclusions.”  

 

Current Florida Supreme Court jurisprudence states that Art. I, Sec. 23 of the Florida Constitution 

establishes a right to abortion at least until the end of the second trimester. This interpretation has been 

controversial from the very beginning, and the State’s position is that it was erroneously decided and 

should be overturned, leaving abortion to the legislative branch. 

 

Section 23. “Right of privacy. Every natural person has the right to be let alone and free from 

governmental intrusion into his private life except as otherwise provided herein. This section shall 

https://dos.elections.myflorida.com/initiatives/initdetail.asp?account=83927&seqnum=1
https://ahca.myflorida.com/content/download/9041/file/59G-4.030_ReproductiveServicesCoveragePolicy_03052019.pdf
https://www.oyez.org/cases/1979/79-1268
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF12167
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/court/fl-supreme-court/1488949.html
https://casetext.com/case/a-choice-for-women-v-florida-agency/
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?submenu=3#A1S23
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not be construed to limit the public's right of access to public records and meetings as provided by 

law.” 

 

The foundational case, In re T.W., was decided in 1989 and relied heavily on the federal precedent of Roe 

v. Wade. It is under review by the Florida Supreme Court now, which has allowed a law limiting abortion 

to 15 weeks’ gestation to remain in effect while the case is decided.  

 

Should In re T.W. be overturned but then replaced by the Amendment, it’s highly likely that Renee B. 

would also be overturned when reviewed. The Amendment states in full: 

 

Amendment 23-07: “Limiting government interference with abortion.— Except as provided in 

Article X, Section 22, no law shall prohibit, penalize, delay, or restrict abortion before viability or 

when necessary to protect the patient’s health, as determined by the patient’s healthcare provider.” 

 

This is a far more explicit statement that the government cannot enact or continue a policy that results in 

women being unable to obtain an abortion (in this instance, due to cost) as compared to Sec. 23’s right to 

be “let alone and free from governmental intrusion” to make personal decisions.  

 

Other states have found that an independent state right to abortion “at times mandates parting ways with 

federal precedent,” as the Alaska Supreme Court did when it “join[ed] the majority of state courts in 

concluding that the federal Supreme Court's decision in McRae provides inadequate protection under our 

state constitution.” 

 

Indeed, that is how all the other state courts1 have decided the question, so it should at least be considered 

and presented to voters as a possible outcome of enacting the Amendment.  

 

Pro-life and pro-choice researchers agree on this. According to the Guttmacher Institute, of the 17 states 

that fund abortions under Medicaid beyond the Hyde Amendment, 8 do so voluntarily while 9 do so 

pursuant to a court order.  

  

Catholic University professor and Charlotte Lozier Institute scholar Elizabeth Kirk testified on the likely 

impact of Hodes & Nauser v. Schmidt, which established a right to abortion in the Kansas Constitution in 

2019, noting that the decision cited multiple cases requiring the state to fund abortions, including Alaska, 

 
1 See State of Alaska, Dep’t of Health & Human Services v. Planned Parenthood of Alaska, Inc., 28 P.3d 904 (Alaska 2001); 

Committee to Defend Reproductive Rights v. Myers, 625 P.2d 779 (Cal. 1981); Moe v. Secretary of Administration & Finance, 

417 N.E.2d 387 (Mass. 1981); Women of the State of Minnesota v. Gomez, 542 N.W.2d 17 (Minn. 1995); Right to Choose v. 

Byrne, 450 A.2d 925 (N.J. 1982); Planned Parenthood Ass’n, Inc. v. Dep’t of Human Resources of the State of Oregon, 663 

P.2d 1247 (Or. Ct. App. 1983), aff’d on other grounds, 687 P.2d 785 (Or. 1984); Women’s Health Center of West Virginia, Inc. 

v. Panepinto, 446 S.E.2d 658 (W. Va. 1993) (overturned by a state constitutional amendment in 2018); Doe v. Maher, 515 

A.2d 134 (Conn. Super. Ct. 1986) (applying strict scrutiny); Jeannette R. v. Ellery, No. BDV-94-811 (Lewis & Clark County), 

Order of Motions for Summary Judgment (May 22, 1995). New Mexico Right to Choose/NARAL v. Johnson, 975 P.2d 841 

(N.M. 1998). Simat Corp. v. Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System, 56 P.3d 28 (Ariz. 2002); Humphreys v. Clinic for 

Women, Inc., 796 N.E.2d 247 (Ind. 2003) (limited partial invalidity); Planned Parenthood Ass’n, Inc. v. Dep’t of Human 

Resources of the State of Oregon, 663 P.2d 1247 (Or. Ct. App. 1983), aff’d on other grounds, 687 P.2d 785 (Or. 1984). 

https://law.justia.com/cases/florida/supreme-court/1989/74143-0.html
https://sbaprolife.org/newsroom/press-releases/pro-life-groups-to-fl-supreme-court-follow-science-the-will-of-the-people-uphold-protections-for-unborn-children
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0300-0399/0390/Sections/0390.0111.html
https://initiativepetitions.elections.myflorida.com/InitiativeForms/Fulltext/Fulltext_2307_EN.pdf
https://casetext.com/case/state-v-planned-parenthood-of-alaska-1
https://www.guttmacher.org/state-policy/explore/state-funding-abortion-under-medicaid#:~:text=17%20states%20have%20a%20policy,pursuant%20to%20a%20court%20order
https://kansascatholic.org/wp-content/uploads/Kirk-Testimony-on-VTB.pdf
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California, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and New Jersey. Her expectation is that a case will be filed, and 

that the court will strike Kansas’ longstanding policy of following the Hyde Amendment.   

 

At least three states are dealing with this right now: 

 

Michigan: In 2022, Michigan passed Prop 3, adding a right to “reproductive freedom” to the state 

constitution. Citing Prop 3’s creation of a constitutional right to abortion, Michigan lawmakers introduced 

a package of bills in September 2023 to bring the statutes “in compliance with” the constitution. These 

include a bill overruling the state’s prohibition on taxpayer funded abortion, which a House fiscal agency 

analysis estimates will cost the state $2-6 million annually.  

 

Montana: Montana courts have required that the state pay for “medically necessary” abortions since 1995. 

The Department of Public Health and Human Services reviewed records and believed that it was paying 

for elective abortions due to a lack of documentation from providers and implemented a rule requiring 

prior authorization to curb this and lower the state’s costs. This rule, and an accompanying statute passed 

by the legislature, are on hold pending a court challenge in Planned Parenthood of Montana v. Montana 

(Mont. No. DA 23-0287). Montana’s “right to abortion” has been broadly construed and this court will 

likely find that the state must cover elective as well as medically necessary abortions to effectuate the 

right. 

 

Pennsylvania: The Pennsylvania Supreme Court heard oral arguments in October 2022 in Allegheny 

Reproductive Health Center v. State, a case seeking to simultaneously create a right to abortion and to 

state-funding for abortion in the Pennsylvania Constitution. A decision is forthcoming.  

  

Michigan’s House fiscal agency recently calculated that taxpayer funded abortion, which the legislature 

is arguing would be required under Prop 3, will cost the state $2-6 million annually. According to the U.S. 

Census, Florida has twice the population of Michigan and a higher uninsured rate, meaning Florida’s 

expenditures on a similar mandate would be higher.  

 

During the first FIEC meeting, these costs were compared with those of a higher population if more 

children are born. It should be noted that there is a significant difference in popularity between  policies 

to pay for abortions with taxpayer money (60% oppose) and policies to support moms and their babies 

with taxpayer money (74% support).There is also an obvious difference in outcome for both mother and 

child. This is the kind of distinction that voters should understand about the impact the Amendment would 

have on the state of Florida’s finances.  

 

Should the Amendment pass, Florida will likely face renewed legal challenges to expand Medicaid to 

include abortions not currently covered. This would be a good question for the FIEC to ask the ACLU of 

Florida considering that group was involved in Renee B. and subsequent lawsuits and has consistently 

advocated against the Hyde Amendment’s limits on taxpayer-funded abortions.  

 

It cannot be assumed that Florida courts will always follow Renee B. or its progeny. Should the 

Amendment pass, it could be interpreted by a future court to require taxpayer funding for abortions – as 

https://www.house.mi.gov/hfa/PDF/Alpha/Ballot_Proposal_3_of_2022.pdf
https://kffhealthnews.org/news/article/michigan-voters-backed-abortion-rights-now-democrats-want-to-go-further/
https://apnews.com/article/montana-medicaid-abortion-medically-necessary-prior-authorization-d8f669037fd1567a022ec07e32383016
https://montanafreepress.org/2023/04/28/montana-abortion-clinics-sue-over-new-medicaid-coverage-rule/
https://www.shipmangoodwin.com/insights/from-1985-to-now-revisiting-abortion-funding-in-pennsylvanias-supreme-court.html
https://www.shipmangoodwin.com/insights/from-1985-to-now-revisiting-abortion-funding-in-pennsylvanias-supreme-court.html
https://www.womenslawproject.org/2023/09/18/allegheny-reproductive-health-center-v-pa-department-of-human-services-medicaid-case/
https://kffhealthnews.org/news/article/michigan-voters-backed-abortion-rights-now-democrats-want-to-go-further/
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/FL,MI/PST045222
https://sbaprolife.org/polling#tax-funding
https://www.dailysignal.com/2022/08/24/most-americans-support-publicly-funding-pregnancy-resource-centers-poll-finds/
https://www.aclu.org/issues/reproductive-freedom/abortion/public-funding-abortion
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many other states have – even if that was never contemplated by the majority of voters at the time it was 

enacted. This is the argument over Sec. 23 that has been ongoing since 1989. There is scant evidence 

Floridians believed they were voting to establish an independent state right to abortion in 1980 (in fact, 

there’s ample evidence to the contrary), yet nine years later a right to abortion was discovered by the court. 

The same risk exists here. Voters should be apprised of the possibility, and what it would cost them as 

taxpayers. 

 

What is the impact of a higher abortion rate and loosening up health and safety regulations on 

Florida’s healthcare system?  

 

Catholic University Professor and CLI scholar Dr. Michael New is a preeminent researcher on the 

population impacts of the Hyde Amendment and estimates that from 1976 to 2016, state and federal Hyde 

protections resulted in the births of 171,514 Floridians. His research aligns with that of the Guttmacher 

Institute in finding that when Medicaid covers abortions, abortion rates rise. 

 

At the same time Florida would become more vulnerable to having to spend taxpayer dollars on abortions, 

the Amendment would remove virtually all health and safety regulations, increasing post-abortion 

healthcare utilization.  

 

Numerous studies show that removing health and safety regulations increases health utilization and costs 

due to higher rates of and more serious physical complications and worse mental health outcomes. This 

will impact Florida’s public health infrastructure regardless of whether the state continues applying Renee 

B. since post-abortion follow up care would be covered under Medicaid even if the abortion itself was not 

covered.  

 

The Charlotte Lozier Institute obtained Medicaid data from the 17 states that used public funding to pay 

for abortions in the years 1999-2015. Scholars reviewed 423,000 confirmed induced abortions and 

121,283 ER visits occurring within 30 days of the abortion procedure. What they found is that the 

hospitalization rate increased by 500% from 1999 to 2015 and outcomes were worse and resulted in 

more follow up visits and a higher likelihood of hospital admission for women who were miscoded as 

having had a spontaneous miscarriage. 

 

The obvious reason for the increase in hospitalization is the abortion industry’s pivot from surgical to 

chemical abortion. European data sets, which are far more comprehensive than voluntary U.S. abortion 

reporting, show that the “fail rate” for chemical abortion in the second trimester is up to 40%, but even 

under ideal, regulated conditions, the complication rate for chemical abortion is significantly higher than 

that of surgical abortions at comparable gestational ages.  

 

Florida law requires that abortions be performed in-person by a licensed physician because the legislature 

sought to decrease the risks of these inherently risky procedures. If the Amendment is enacted, these laws 

will be repealed. While at-home/remote abortion and post-abortion treatment is a growing area of study, 

what’s clear is that local emergency rooms carry the burden of follow-up care when there is no abortion 

provider willing or able to do so.  

https://www.tallahassee.com/story/opinion/2022/06/26/true-origin-floridas-privacy-right-not-abortion-opinion/7719260001/
https://lozierinstitute.org/hyde-40-analyzing-the-impact-of-the-hyde-amendment-with-july-2020-and-june-2023-addenda/
https://lozierinstitute.org/an-analysis-of-how-medicaid-expansion-in-kansas-will-affect-abortion-rates/
https://lozierinstitute.org/immediate-physical-complications-of-induced-abortion/
https://lozierinstitute.org/a-cohort-study-of-mental-health-services-utilization-following-a-first-pregnancy-abortion-or-birth/
https://lozierinstitute.org/a-longitudinal-cohort-study-of-emergency-room-utilization-following-mifepristone-chemical-and-surgical-abortions-1999-2015/
https://lozierinstitute.org/a-post-hoc-exploratory-analysis-induced-abortion-complications-mistaken-for-miscarriage-in-the-emergency-room-are-a-risk-factor-for-hospitalization/
https://lozierinstitute.org/fact-sheet-risks-and-complications-of-chemical-abortion/
https://lozierinstitute.org/fact-sheet-out-of-state-abortion-complications/
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Allowing late-term abortions to be performed by non-physician “providers” who are not trained in 

gynecology will increase complication rates, and expensive follow up treatment. Last year a Pensacola 

doctor lost his license after sending three women to the ER. He was performing second trimester surgical 

abortions with no gynecological surgical training. His lack of expertise and training would not be an issue 

under the Amendment, and AHCA’s oversight and ability to stop something like this would be 

significantly diminished.  

 

In 2016 and 2023, the FDA removed critical safeguards on chemical abortions which are only backstopped 

by state laws. Should the Amendment repeal those laws, Florida’s emergency room utilization would 

increase.  

 

These costs extend beyond immediate utilization; “no test” abortions increase the risks of future fertility 

problems for women with a negative blood type who must be treated for Rh D isoimmunization 

concurrently with their abortions. Additionally, mental health outcomes have been found to be worse for 

women whose first pregnancy ends in an abortion. Increasing Florida’s abortion rate will result in these 

negative outcomes becoming more frequent across demographics, including for low-income women who 

utilize Medicaid and the rest of Florida’s public health infrastructure for their healthcare. 

 

Combined with the increase in healthcare utilization post-abortion and higher abortion rates when it is 

covered, the state’s Medicaid costs will almost certainly go up. Additionally, the state is likelier to carry 

the costs not just of post-abortion follow up care but also many of the procedures themselves based on the 

legal trends of other states that have enshrined a right to abortion in their constitutions then later interpreted 

this right to require taxpayer funding. 

 

We oppose the proposed Amendment and encourage the Financial Impact Estimating Conference to 

publish a summary that reflects the magnitude of this Amendment’s likely impact on Florida’s finances 

even if the ballot statement is “The financial impact of this amendment cannot be determined due to 

ambiguities and uncertainties surrounding the amendment’s impact.”  

 

Submitted on behalf of Susan B. Anthony Pro-Life America. 

 

 

Stephen Billy, J.D.      Katie Glenn Daniel, J.D. 

VP of State Affairs      State Policy Director 

 

Susan B. Anthony Pro-Life America | sbaprolife.org | Arlington, VA 22206 | 202-223-8073 

 

  

Susan B. Anthony Pro-Life America is a network of more than one million pro-life Americans 

nationwide, dedicated to ending abortion by electing national leaders and advocating for laws that save 

lives, with a special calling to promote pro-life women leaders.  

 

The Charlotte Lozier Institute educates policymakers, the media, and the public on the value of life from 

fertilization to natural death through scientific and medical research. 

 

https://www2.cbn.com/news/us/fl-suspends-medical-license-abortionist-after-3-women-injured-citing-no-gynecological
https://www2.cbn.com/news/us/fl-suspends-medical-license-abortionist-after-3-women-injured-citing-no-gynecological
https://lozierinstitute.org/what-is-the-truth-about-the-alliance-for-hippocratic-medicine-v-u-s-food-and-drug-administration-lawsuit/
https://lozierinstitute.org/no-test-chemical-abortion-provision-can-it-be-justified/
https://lozierinstitute.org/fact-sheet-rh-d-isoimmunization/
https://lozierinstitute.org/a-cohort-study-of-mental-health-services-utilization-following-a-first-pregnancy-abortion-or-birth/
https://lozierinstitute.org/an-analysis-of-how-medicaid-expansion-in-kansas-will-affect-abortion-rates/
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From: Sheppard, Parker <Parker.Sheppard@heritage.org>
Sent: Thursday, November 9, 2023 4:54 PM
To: edrcoordinator
Cc: Abbamonte, Jonathan
Subject: Information for FIEC - Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion
Attachments: Heritage Florida Amendment Analysis.pdf

Ms. Baker, 

A ballot ini a ve to amend Florida’s cons tu on to “limit government interference with abor on” has gathered enough 
signatures to require the Fiscal Impact Es ma ng Conference (FIEC) to es mate its effects on state and local revenues 
and expenditures.   

To assist the FIEC in preparing a financial impact statement, we submit the a ached analysis of the proposed 
amendment. 

We hope that you will find this informa on useful in the process of determining the proposed amendment’s fiscal 
impact for Florida’s budget. 

Respec ully, 
Parker Sheppard 

 

Parker Sheppard 
  

Director, Center for Data Analysis 
  

The Heritage Foundation 
214 Massachusetts Avenue, NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
202‐608‐6209 

heritage.org 
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Date: November 9, 2023 

 

The Florida Legislature 
Office of Economic and Demographic Research 
111 West Madison, Suite 574 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-6588 
Email: edrcoordinator@leg.state.fl.us 
FAX: (850) 922-6436 
 

Dear Ms. Baker, 

A ballot initiative to amend Florida’s constitution to “limit government interference with abortion” has 
gathered enough signatures to require the Fiscal Impact Estimating Conference (FIEC) to estimate its 
effects on state and local revenues and expenditures.1  

To assist the FIEC in preparing a financial impact statement, we submit the following analysis of the 
proposed amendment. The statement reflects the views of its authors and should not be considered an 
official position of The Heritage Foundation. 

Our note focuses on demographic estimates because the least is known about how shifting abortion limits 
affect the prevalence of abortion and directly related economic decisions. We hope that the demographic 
estimates can inform existing methods from the Office of Economic and Demographic Research to infer 
the associated fiscal impacts.  

The proposed amendment would repeal any law that restricts abortion prior to viability, a policy context 
which we will refer to in this letter as a ‘viability standard.’ Because of a relevant pending case before the 
Florida Supreme Court, we estimated the demographic and economic changes under a viability standard 
compared to two different policy scenarios: a 15-week gestational limit on abortion and a 6-week 
gestational limit. 

If the proposed amendment were to be adopted, the number of abortions would increase by nearly 80,000 
compared to a 15-week abortion limit by the year 2060, or would increase by nearly 735,000 compared to 
a 6-week abortion limit. The resultant higher incidence in abortions and reduced fertility would lead to a 
decline in the population by nearly 85,000 people relative to a 15-week limit by the year 2060, or by 
nearly 790,000 people compared to a 6-week limit.  

Some have argued that increased access to abortion allows more women to participate in the labor force. 
Our estimates using historical data show that reductions in the total fertility rate are associated with 

 
1 Florida Division of Elections. Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion, 23-07. 
https://dos.elections.myflorida.com/initiatives/initdetail.asp?account=83927&seqnum=1. Accessed November 8, 
2023. 
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reductions in the labor force participation, contrary to arguments that increased access to abortion allows 
more women to participate in the labor force.  

Over time, the proposed amendment would result in a decline in the population among working age 
adults. As a result, the size of the labor force would decline. Our projections show that this would occur 
even after controlling for net effects to the labor force participation rate. If the proposed amendment were 
adopted, the labor force would decline by nearly 35,000 workers by 2060 compared to a 15-week limit, 
and would decline by nearly 320,000 compared to a 6-week limit. 

The remainder of this note presents the methodology behind these estimates and the details of the results. 
Model coefficient tables and tables of projected abortion number under each policy scenario are provided 
in Appendix A. Descriptions of the source data are provided in Appendix B. Model fit diagnostics are 
provided in Appendix C. 

Methodology  
Florida law prohibits abortion after 15 weeks of pregnancy.2 The constitutionality of the state’s 15-week 
abortion limit is currently pending before the Supreme Court of Florida. Should the Supreme Court 
uphold the constitutionality of the state’s 15-week limit, the decision would automatically trigger the 
implementation of the Heartbeat Protection Act (S.B. 300) which would ban abortion after 6 weeks 
gestation.  

If adopted, the proposed constitutional amendment (titled “Amendment to Limit Government Interference 
with Abortion”, Serial No. 23-07) would repeal all restrictions on abortion prior to “viability” except 
parental notification laws. There is no scientific, medical, or legal consensus on what gestational age 
viability occurs. Rather, viability is an arbitrary and poorly defined construct that loosely falls within the 
range of 20-28 weeks gestational age.3 

Given this background, three policy scenarios were considered:  

1. a 15-week abortion limit with a mandatory waiting period prior to obtaining an abortion (the 
currently enforceable legal environment);  

2. a 6-week abortion limit with a mandatory waiting period (the legal environment that would result 
if the Supreme Court of Florida upholds the constitutionality of the state’s 15-week abortion 
limit); and 

3. a legal standard where abortion is legal until ‘viability’ and no mandatory waiting period (the 
legal environment that would result if the proposed amendment were adopted). 

Under each scenario, we estimate 

1. The effect of the proposed amendment on the abortion rate, 
2. Cohort-component population projections with alternative abortion rates, and 
3. Labor force projections with alternative fertility rates. 

The next subsections walk through each component of the estimate. The results are presented all together 
in the following section.  

 
2 Fla. Stat. § 390.0111. 
3 American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists. Periviable Birth, Obstetric Care Consensus, Number 6, 
October 2017. https://www.acog.org/clinical/clinical-guidance/obstetric-care-consensus/articles/2017/10/periviable-
birth. Accessed November 8, 2023. 
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Effect of the Proposed Amendment on the Abortion Rate 
We follow two different procedures to estimate changes in the abortion rate should the amendment pass. 
The first relies on historical data to estimate the difference in abortion between a 15-week limit and a 
viability limit. However, 6-week limits have only recently come into force, so a long enough history is not 
available to compute reliable estimates. Our second procedure extrapolates from a recent study of Texas’ 
6-week abortion limit to compute a similar projection for Florida. We additionally test the robustness of 
the Texas study using our own data and modeling for the state of Georgia which similarly enacted a 6-
week abortion ban limit in 2022. 

Difference in Abortion Rates Between a 15-week Limit and a Viability Limit 
We fit a model to a panel of historical data on abortion rates by state of residence from the years 2003-
2020. Only states for which we had complete time series for all variables were included in the model. 
States that do not report data on abortion to the CDC were excluded from the model: California, New 
Hampshire, and Maryland. Data for Louisiana, Maine, Rhode Island, South Dakota, and Wyoming were 
also excluded from the model due to poor quality data for one or more years within our observation 
window.  

The abortion rate by state of residence is defined as 

𝑅 =
𝐴

𝑃 ,
∗ 1000                                                                        (1) 

where 𝑅  is the abortion by state of residence in state 𝑗, 𝐴  is the number of abortions obtained by 
residents of state 𝑗, and 𝑃 ,  is the population of female residents of state 𝑗 who are between 15 and 49 

years of age. 

We fit a generalized linear mixed model (GLMM) with autoregressive random effects by state to model 
the abortion rate by state of residence. This type of model provides at least four advantages that are 
relevant for this panel data set. First, GLMM can model the response as either a Gaussian or non-
Gaussian random variable and can be fit with a variety of link functions. In certain contexts, this 
flexibility allows the model to fit better when the response variables do not follow a normal distribution. 

Second, GLMMs can also be used to control for first-order autoregressive correlation by specifying the 
correlation structure within panels. Panel data, including the data we use here, is often serially correlated 
within panels.4 Controlling for serial correlation increases the accuracy of the standard errors.  

Third, inferences can also be made for individual panels from GLMMs, unlike marginal models such as 
generalized estimating equations (GEE) models. This allows us to make inferences about any specific 
state or about a non-observed state so long as it is drawn from the same distribution. With marginal 
models, we are instead confined to inferences on the population average of the observed states in the 
model. 

Fourth, GLMMs also provide keen advantages over traditional panel fixed-effects and first-differences 
models in certain contexts. Panel fixed-effects models attempt to deal with serial correlation by 
differencing the panel-specific mean from the panels. Any residual serial correlation is typically dealt 
with using robust standard errors. However, the use of robust standard errors leads to loss of power and 

 
4 Some panel models like OLS fixed effects models are unable to model the correlation structure of the errors, but 
merely account for serial correlation through first-differencing transformations or robust standard errors. 
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confidence intervals that may be wider than they ought to be. GLMMs with autoregressive random 
effects, rather, can model the serial correlation explicitly and make the use of robust standard errors 
unnecessary if the order of the serial correlation in the original model is approximately AR(1).  

Panel first-differences models attempt to deal with serial correlation through first-differences of both the 
response and each of the explanatory variables. However, interpretation of these models must be made on 
the differences rather than in levels. In most cases this makes the model less intuitive and thus less useful. 
GLMMs with autoregressive random effects, to the contrary, handle the serial correlation and can be 
interpreted in levels. 

In our model, state-specific effects were modeled as random effects and each random effect was modeled 
as having an AR(1) correlation structure. The response variable was modeled as a Gaussian random 
variable with an identity link function. Since the distribution of the response was skewed, we modeled the 
response as the log-transformed abortion rate. Explanatory variables included in the model were  

 the enforceable state gestational limit,  
 an indicator for whether the state had a mandatory waiting period prior to having an abortion,  
 the estimated number of abortion providers per women aged 15-49,  
 the total fertility rate,  
 the annual average labor force participation rate,  
 the annual average unemployment rate,  
 the percentage of persons living in poverty,  
 the percentage of women over 21 years of age with a four-year college education,  
 the percentage of women 15-34 years of age who are in school, college, graduate education, and 
 the percentage of women 15-49 years of age who are married.  

Gestational limit was an indicator variable for whether a state had a 20- or 22-week limit on abortion, 
with the refence group being gestational limits on abortion at 24 weeks, viability, third trimester, or no 
gestational limits on abortion. Since there was no data available to quantify the effect of a 15-week 
abortion limit on the abortion rate by state of residence, we assumed that the effect of a 20 or 22-week 
limit from our model would be the same as that of a 15-week limit.5  

The coefficient for the gestational limit from our model represents the level change in the abortion rate 
after controlling for the explanatory covariates and the AR(1)-adjusted state-specific random effects. It is 
the key coefficient of interest to describe the difference in abortion rates between a 15-week limit and a 
viability limit. 

Difference in Abortion Rates Between a 6-week Limit and a Viability Limit 
State limits on abortion at 6 weeks’ gestation or sooner have only been in place in recent years, which 
limits the usefulness of historical data to derive estimates of how much such limits reduce abortion. 
Therefore, we assumed the impact of a 6-week limit on the abortion rate for Florida residents would be 
similar to the change in the abortion rate that occurred in the state of Texas when a 6-week abortion limit 
was adopted in that state in September 2021.  

 
5 Only about 4 percent of abortions are performed at 16 weeks gestation or later so the difference in the effect of a 
15-week limit and a 20-week limit is likely small. In any event, our estimate of the effect of a 15-week limit is an 
underestimate and is therefore conservative. 
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White et al. (2022) estimated the impact of Texas’ 6-week abortion limit by comparing the monthly 
number of abortions for Texas residents in the six-month period following the implementation of the law 
(Sept. 2021 – Feb. 2022) to a six-month control period 12 months prior, when the law was not in effect 
(Sept. 2020 – Feb. 2021).6  

Our estimation procedure proceeds similarly. We assumed the total number of abortions for the six-month 
period following the implementation of the law was equivalent to the number reported by White et al. 
(2022).  

The study, however, only collected data on out-of-state abortions obtained by Texas state residents after 
the implementation of the 6-week abortion limit. The study did not have any data on out-of-state 
abortions obtained by Texas residents prior to the implementation of the 6-week abortion limit. To remedy 
this gap in the data, we collected monthly data on abortion procedures performed in the state of Texas for 
Texas residents between September 2020 and February 2021 from Texas Health and Human Services 
Commission (HHSC), Office of Data Analytics and Performance.7  

HHSC reports only yearly totals for the number of abortions obtained out-of-state by Texas residents, so 
we made an adjustment to calculate for out-of-state abortions. The number of out-of-state abortions 
obtained by Texas state residents in 2020 was assumed to proportionally follow the monthly distribution 
of abortions performed in the state of Texas for Texas residents. For January and February 2021, the 
number of out-of-state abortions was assumed to be the same as the number of out-of-state abortions 
obtained in 2020, corrected by a multiplicative factor 

1 −
𝑅 − 𝑅

𝑅
                                                         (2) 

where 𝑅  and 𝑅  are the number of abortions performed in the state of Texas for 

Texas residents in January and February of 2020 and 2021 respectively. Monthly estimates for out-of-
state abortions for Texas residents were added to monthly totals for abortions occurring in Texas for Texas 
residents to obtain total estimated number of abortions for Texas residents by month.  

From these data, we calculated half-year abortion rates by state of residence using U.S. Census Bureau 
population estimates by state, age, and sex.8 The impact of the 6-week abortion limit on the abortion rate 
was estimated as 

 
6 White K, Sierra G, Lerma K, Beasley A, Hofler LG, Tocce K, Goyal V, Ogburn T, Potter JE, Dickman SL. 
Association of Texas’ 2021 limit on abortion in early pregnancy with the number of facility-based abortions in 
Texas and surrounding states. JAMA. 2022 Nov 22;328(20):2048-55. 
7 Office of Data Analytics and Performance, HHSC. ITOP Statistics. Selected Characteristics of Induced 
Terminations of Pregnancy for 2020-2022. https://www.hhs.texas.gov/about/records-statistics/data-statistics/itop-
statistics. 
8 While CDC typically assigns females 15-44 years of age as the denominator for calculating abortion rates, we 
instead assigned females 15-49 years of age as the denominator because fertility rates for women over 44 years of 
age have been trending upwards for many years now and are gradually coming to represent a larger share of total 
fertility than in prior years. Fetal abnormalities are also more likely to occur for older pregnant women and abortion 
is significantly more likely for infants with fetal abnormalities. Switching the population of females 15-49 years of 
age for the population of females 15-44 years age in the denominator for estimating the abortion rate makes this 
metric more sensitive to changing fertility trends. 
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𝜌   =
𝑅 − 𝑅

𝑅
                                                  (3) 

where 𝜌    is the proportion decline in the abortion rate that results from the implementation of a 
six-week abortion limit relative to a 22-week abortion limit, and 𝑅  and 𝑅  are the 

half-year abortion rates for Texas residents in the six-month control period before the implantation of the 
law and in the six-month period after the implementation of the law, respectively.  

Cohort-Component Population Projections 
We then used modeled changes to the abortion rate under each policy scenario as inputs in a cohort-
component population projection of the state of Florida to 2060. The projection accounts for population 
changes by accounting for the number of births, deaths, and net migrations in each year. 

Population Projection in the Baseline 
We first start with a complete population projection in the baseline case where abortion is banned after 15 
weeks. Projections for the other scenarios are calculated relative to the baseline. The adjustments are 
described in the next subsection after we detail the steps to construct the baseline. 

Our cohort-component projection uses the U.S. Census Bureau population estimates for the state of 
Florida by sex and single-year age as of July 1, 2022 as the base population.9 For subsequent years, the 
population at age 𝑎, sex 𝑠, and year 𝑡 were calculated as 

𝑃 , , = 𝑃 , , − 𝐷 , , : + 𝑀 , , :                                                     (4) 

where 𝑃 , ,  is the population of the same single-age cohort from the previous year, 𝐷 , , :  is the 
number of deaths from time 𝑡 − 1 to 𝑡 among the single-year cohort that is age 𝑎 in year 𝑡, and 
𝑀 , , :  is the estimated number of net migrants between time 𝑡 − 1 and 𝑡 for the single-year cohort 

that is age 𝑎 and falls into the ten-year age group 𝑎  in year 𝑡.10  

The population at age 0, sex 𝑠, and time 𝑡 in the baseline projection is the sum of new births and newborn 
migrants. The age-0 population was calculated as  

𝑃 , , = 𝐵 , .; ∗
𝐿 ,

𝑙
+

𝑀 , , :

2
                                                            (5) 

where 𝐵 , .;  is the projected number of births for sex 𝑠 from time 𝑡 − 1 to time 𝑡, where 𝐿 ,  is the 
number of person-years lived by the single-age cohort at age 0 for sex 𝑠, and at year 𝑡, where 𝑙  is the 
radix of the life table, and where 𝑀 , , :  is the projected number of migrants at age 0 and sex 𝑠 between 
time 𝑡 − 1 and 𝑡.  

 
9 U.S. Census Bureau. State Population by Characteristics: 2020-2022. Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin - 5 race 
groups (5 race alone or in combination groups) by Age, Sex, and Hispanic Origin: April 1, 2020 to July 1, 2022 (SC-
EST2022-ALLDATA5). 
10 The age granularity of net migration estimates is for every 10 years or age. Net migration for single-year cohorts 
was estimated by assuming that all single-year age groups within their 10-year bins had equal levels of net 
migration. 
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Projections for Fertility 

The number of births by sex in the baseline projections was estimated as 

𝐵 , .; =
𝑆𝑅𝐵

2

{  }

{  }

∗
𝐴𝑆𝐹𝑅 , ∗ 𝑃 , ,

1000
+

𝐴𝑆𝐹𝑅 , ∗ 𝑃 , ,

1000
+

𝐴𝑆𝐹𝑅 , ∗ 𝑀 , , :

1000
            (6) 

where 𝐴𝑆𝐹𝑅 ,  is the five-year age group age-specific fertility rate (ASFR) at time 𝑡, 𝑃 , ,  is the 

population of females that are within the five-year age group corresponding to the ASFR at time 𝑡, 
𝑀 , , :  is the number of net migrant women that are within the same five-year age groups, and 𝑆𝑅𝐵  is 
the sex ratio at birth.11  
 
Projected age-specific fertility rates were derived by fitting ARIMA models to historical five-year ASFRs 
from 1995 to 2021. The number and order of ARIMA coefficients was selected according to the model 
that minimized the small-sample corrected Akaike information criterion (AICc) in a stepwise regression 
under the constraints that the AR and MA coefficients are 5 or less each, the order of integration was 
limited to one and the total number of ARIMA coefficients are 5 or less. The data for each series was log-
transformed prior to model fitting to prevent forecasts for ASFR trends with a long history of decline 
from becoming negative.  

Projections for Mortality 

We projected mortality using life tables. Our projections for mortality closely followed the U.S. Census 
Bureau’s methodology for the 2017 National Population Projections.12  
 
We took the log of the difference between the life expectancy at birth by sex in the state of Florida in 
2018 and 2019 and linearly extrapolated the log difference to the year 2100. Back transformation of the 
log differences to the original scale of the data yielded a projected life expectancy at birth of 81 for males 
and 93 for females. Using these projected life expectancies, we selected the Coale-Demeny West model 
life table with the equivalent life expectancy at birth for males and females.13  
 
Coale-Demeny West model life tables as provided by the United Nations Population Division are right 
censored at age 130 while U.S. Census Bureau life tables are right censored at 100 years of age. The right 
censoring age for U.N. model life tables were adjusted to age 100 by taking the sum of all deaths (𝑑 ) and 

the sum of all person-years lived (𝐿 ) from age 100 to 130 to estimate 𝑑  and 𝐿  respectively. From 

these, 𝑚  was calculated as  

𝑚 =
𝑑

𝐿
                                                                                   (7). 

 

 
11 The sex ratio at birth is assumed to be 1.05 males for every female birth. 
12 U.S. Census Bureau. Methodology Assumptions, and Inputs for the 2017 National Population Projections: 
Projections for the United States: 2017 to 2060. U.S. Census Bureau, 2018. 
13 United Nations Population Division. Model Life Tables. Complete Life Tables (1 year increment). 
https://www.un.org/development/desa/pd/data/model-life-tables. 
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We then linearly interpolated the log of the probability of dying to next age (𝑞 ) and the log of the death 
rate (𝑚 ) from 2019 to 2100 and retained the interpolations from 2022 to 2060.  
 
From 𝑞 , life tables were constructed for males and females from 2022 to 2060. The average number of 
years lived (𝑎 ) was assumed to be 0.5 for all ages over 0 when calculating 𝐿 , following the National 
Center for Health Statistics (NCHS), Division of Vital Statistics methodology for constructing life 
tables.14 For age 0, person-years lived was estimated using the approximation for 𝑎  from Preston (2001) 
when the death rate at age 0 (𝑚 ) is less than 0.107.15  
 
The age at right censoring for life tables was also adjusted to 115 years of age. Survivorship ratios were 
linearly interpolated from age 99 to age 115, with the survivorship at and beyond 115 being equivalent to 
0. 𝐿  was then back calculated from the interpolated survivorship ratios.  
 
Total person-years lived after age 𝑥 (𝑇 ) were subsequently computed from 𝐿  for all 𝑥.  
 
Because U.S. Census Bureau population estimates by single-year age and sex are right censored at 85 
years of age, life table probabilities of dying to next age (𝑞 ) could not be used to estimate mortality for 
persons 85 years of age or older. Instead, we used the ratio of total person-years lived after age 𝑥 and   
𝑥 − 1 to estimate mortality for this cohort. The population from age 𝑥 to 115 then was projected as  

𝑃 , , = 𝑃 , , ∗
𝑇

𝑇
                                                             (8) 

where ∑ 𝑃 , ,  is the population of persons of sex 𝑠 in year 𝑡, and from age 𝑥 to 115 (our projections 
assume all remaining individuals at age 115 die that year), ∑ 𝑃 , ,  is the population of persons 
aged 𝑥 − 1 to 115 in the previous year, and 𝑇  and 𝑇  are total person-years lived after age 𝑥 and 𝑥 − 1, 
respectively.  
 
For each iteration of our projection calculations, each single-year age cohort was aged by 1 year. The 
group of persons 85 years of age or over was also aged by 1 year in each iteration such that in 2022, the 
group consisted of all persons 85 years or over, and in 2023 the remaining survivors from this group 
consisted of all persons 86 years of age or over and so on until the cohort died out. 
 

Projections for Migration 

Number of immigrants to the state of Florida were projected from the forecasts of ARIMA models fit to 
immigration rates by 10-year age groups and by sex from 5 U.S. regions of origin (Northeast, Midwest, 
South, West), and 8 non-U.S. regions of origin (Europe/North America/Oceania, East and South Asia, 
Northern Africa and Middle East, Mexico, Central America, Caribbean and South America, and Sub-
Saharan Africa). Following U.S. Census Bureau practice, we classified immigrants from Puerto Rico as 
non-U.S. immigrants. The order of ARIMA coefficients for each model was selected by stepwise 
regression using AICc as the selection criteria and under the constraints that AR and MA coefficients 

 
14 Arias E, Xu JQ, Tejada-Vera B, Murphy SL, Bastian B. U.S. state life tables, 2020. National Vital Statistics 
Reports; vol 71 no 2. Hyattsville, MD: National Center for Health Statistics. 2022. 
15 Preston S, Heuveline P, Guillot M. Demography: Measuring and Modeling Population Processes: 1st Edition. 
Blackwell Publishing; 2001. 
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could not exceed 5 (both each and in sum total) and integration could not be performed more than once. 
The immigration rate was defined as 

𝐼𝑅 , , =
𝐼 , ,

𝑃 , ,
                                                                             (9) 

where 𝐼 , ,  is the number of immigrants for each 10-year group and sex from region 𝑟, and 𝑃 , ,  is 
the mid-year population estimate of the region of origin from which the group immigrated from. The 
number of immigrants was estimated from ACS 1-year estimates from 2005 to 2022, with linearly 
interpolated values for the year 2020 (the year of the COVID-19 pandemic) to prevent ARIMA long-term 
forecasts from being biased by anomalous trends in the training dataset. The populations for non-domestic 
regions of origin were taken from United Nations Population Division population estimates.  

From each of these ARIMA time series models, we forecasted the immigration rate to the year 2060. 
Projected immigration counts were subsequently back-calculated from the forecasted immigration rates 
and existent population projection data for the regions of origin by sex and age group. For non-U.S. 
regions, population projections for the regions of origin were taken from the U.N. Population Division 
2022 revision medium variant population projections.16 For U.S. regions, population projections for the 
regions of origin were estimated using 2020, 2030, and 2040 population projections by state and sex from 
the University of Viriginia Demographics Research Group.17 Intervening years to 2060 were 
approximated by linear interpolation.  

Due to the constraints of the data, immigration estimates from the ACS were right censored at 99 years of 
age. In our immigration rate models, we binned each single-year age cohort into corresponding 10-year 
age groups for all ages under 70, but for persons over 69 years of age, we binned together all immigrants 
aged 70-99 by sex and region of origin.  

To account for emigration, the number of persons leaving Florida in each year between 2011-2022 (not 
including 2020) was estimated as a residual between ACS 1-year immigration estimates and U.S. Census 
Bureau net migration estimates for the state of Florida. Emigration estimates were calculated each for 
domestic emigrants and foreign emigrants. We then calculated the mean of the ratios of emigrants to 
immigrants for domestic and foreign migrants and for each year from 2011-2022 (not including 2020) 

𝜓 =
1

11

𝐸 ,

𝐼 ,
∗ log(𝑤 )                                                                (10) 

where 𝐸 ,  is the estimated number of emigrants in year 𝑡, where 𝑞 is the either foreign or domestic, 𝐼 ,  is 
the number of immigrants, and 𝑤  is an indicator variable that is equal to 1 if 𝑡 = 2020 and 0 otherwise. 
We made the assumption that 𝜓  would remain constant to 2060.  

The projected number of domestic and foreign net migrants was subsequently estimated as 

𝑀 , , , = 𝐼 , , , − 𝜓 ∗ 𝐼 , , ,                                                    (11) 

 
16 United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2022). World Population 
Prospects 2022, Online Edition. 
17 Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, Demographics Research Group. National Population Projections, 
University of Virginia: Charlottesville, Virginia; 2023. [cited 2023 Oct 25]. Available from: 
https://demographics.coopercenter.org/national-population-projections/. 
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where 𝐼 , , ,  is the projected number of immigrants in year 𝑡 from region of origin 𝑟 in decadal age 

group 𝑎  and sex 𝑠. Since data on net migration by age and sex were not available, emigration was 
assumed to be constant within foreign and domestic populations across age and sex. The total number of 
net migrants was the sum of the projected number of domestic and foreign net migrants  

𝑀 , , = 𝑀 , , ,                                                                   (12). 

Projections of net migration counts for each 10-year age group were converted into single-year age group 
projections.  For single-year age groups less than 70 years of age, we made the assumption that the 
number of net migrants for each single-year age group were one-tenth of the forecasted number of net 
migrants for their corresponding 10-year age group. For single-year age groups 70 years of age or over, 
the number of migrants was estimated from a constrained optimization of a Stineman interpolation.18 We 
assumed the number of immigrants at age 70 was 1/12th of the total number of net migrants among 
persons aged 70 and over. By age 80, the number of net migrants was assumed to be 1/30th of the total 
number of migrants for persons aged 70 and over. The number of net migrants 115 years of age and over 
was selected based on the value which produced a Stineman interpolation which minimized the absolute 
differences between the number of forecasted migrants 70 years of age and older and the sum of the 
single-year age group Stineman interpolated values. 

Population Projections in Alternate Policy Scenarios 

Projections for Number of Abortions 

The baseline projection is the projection of the resident population under the current legal environment, 
i.e. a 15-week abortion limit with a mandatory waiting period. Separate population projections were 
computed under two alternate policy scenarios relative to the baseline: 1) a 6-week abortion limit with a 
mandatory waiting period, and 2) a viability standard with no mandatory waiting period. Under each 
policy scenario, life table projections, projected mortality rates, age-specific fertility rates, and net 
migration remain the same as in the baseline projections. Each alternate policy scenario differs only in an 
additive change each year in the number of births as a result of a difference in the modeled change in the 
abortion rate. 

Projections for abortion under each policy scenario were estimated as level changes to the projected 
abortion rate in the baseline. We projected the abortion rate in the baseline by fitting an ARIMA time 
series model to historical abortion rate estimates by state of residence for the state of Florida.  

Since the state of Florida has only reported data on number of abortions by state of residence since 2017, 
abortion rates by state of residence for years prior to 2017 had to be estimated from existing data on 
abortions by state of residence and from Florida’s reporting of abortions by state of occurrence. Complete 
data for number of abortions for Florida residents exists for the years 2017-2020. We took the data for 
these years and calculated the ratio of abortions by state of residence to abortion by state of occurrence 

𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =
𝐴 , ,

𝐴 , ,
                                                                (13) 

 
18 Stineman RW. A consistently well-behaved method of interpolation. Creative Computing. 1980 Jul;6(7):54-7. 
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where 𝐴 , ,  is the number of abortions by state of residence in the state of Florida in year 𝑡, and 𝐴 , ,  
is the number of abortions by state of occurrence in Florida. We made the assumption that the resident 
ratio for 1995-2016 were the mean of the resident ratios for 2017-2020. We then multiplied this constant 
by the number of abortions by state of occurrence to obtain estimates for the number of abortions by state 
of residence in Florida 

𝐴 , , = 𝐴 , , ∗
1

4

𝐴 , ,

𝐴 , ,
                                                        (14). 

For the years 2021 and 2022, we obtained publicly available data on the number of abortions occurring 
within the state of Florida obtained by Florida residents from the Florida Agency for Health Care 
Administration.19 To predict the number of abortions obtained by Florida residents out-of-state in 2021 
and 2022, we fit an ARIMA time series model to historic data on number of abortions obtained by Florida 
residents in states other than Florida from 2010-2020 as reported by the CDC.20 Model diagnostics for the 
time series model are shown in Figure C1. We then forecasted this model forward 2 years to predict the 
number of abortions obtained out-of-state in 2021 and 2022. These forecasts were then added to the 
reported number of abortions for Florida residents within the state of Florida. Abortion rates by state of 
residence were subsequently calculated from these estimates of the number of abortions.  

These historic estimates for the abortion rate for Florida residents were then used to make projections for 
the abortion rate to the year 2060. Abortion rate estimates for the year 1995-2022 were fit to an ARIMA 
(1, 1, 0) time series model. The order of ARIMA coefficients for this model were selected in the same 
manner as the models for the ASFR, selecting the order of coefficients via stepwise regression that 
minimized the AICc. We then forecasted this model to 2060 to produce baseline projections for the 
Florida abortion rate by state of residence. Model diagnostics for the time series model are shown in 
Figure C2. 

To obtain the forecasted changes in the abortion rate between a 6-week abortion limit and the baseline 
projections, we calculated 

Δ𝑅   , = −1 ∗ 𝑅 , ∗ 𝜌                                             (15) 

where 𝑅 ,  are the point forecasts of the abortion rate in the baseline projections in year 𝑡 and 

𝜌    is defined in equation (3). 

To obtain the forecasted changes in the abortion rate between a viability limit and the baseline 
projections, we calculated 

Δ𝑅 , = 𝑅 , ∗ 𝜚 − 1                                               (16) 

where 𝜚  is the multiplicative change in the mean of the abortion rate in response to a change in 
the legal environment from a 20-22 week abortion limit with mandatory waiting periods to a viability 

 
19 Florida Agency for Health Care Administration, Bureau of Central Services. Abortion Data - Induced 
Terminations of Pregnancy Reports: By County. 2021-2022. Available at https://ahca.myflorida.com/health-care-
policy-and-oversight/bureau-of-central-services/frequently-requested-data. 
20 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2022). Abortions Distributed by Area of Residence and Area of 
Clinical Service. Available at: https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/abortion.htm. 
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standard with no mandatory waiting periods. 𝜚  is calculated from the coefficients from the model 
shown in Table 2. 

To project the number of abortions each year, the modeled change in abortion incidence in each policy 
scenario Δ𝑅 ,  was multiplied by the projected number of women of reproductive age 15-49 years of age 
divided by 1,000. This was then multiplied by the probability of miscarriage at various gestational ages. 
Then for each policy scenario, we subtracted the estimated number of abortions from the projection for 
the number of births for that year such that 

𝐵 , , .; = 𝐵 , , .; − Δ𝑅 , ∗
𝑃 , , ,

1000
∗ �̅� ∗ ℳ                                 (17) 

where 𝐵 , , .;  is the number of births in policy scenario 𝑝, 𝐵 , , .;  is the number of births in 
the baseline projection, Δ𝑅 ,  is the modeled change in the abortion rate in policy scenario 𝑝 as compared 
to the baseline projected abortion rate in year 𝑡. 𝑃 , , ,  is the projected population of females, 15-49 

years of age at year 𝑡 under policy scenario 𝑝 from our cohort component projection. ℳ   is the 
probability of miscarriage (i.e., pregnancy loss up until 20 weeks gestation) from the start of the interval 𝑖 
to the end of interval 𝑖 according to a model published by Sarah Tyler.21  �̅�  is the three-year national 
average (2018-2020) of the percentage of abortions that occur within the gestational age interval 𝑖 as 
provided by the CDC Abortion Surveillance reports which is binned into abortions occurring at ≤6 weeks 
gestation, 7-9 weeks, 10-13 weeks, 14-15 weeks, 16-17 weeks, 18-20 weeks, and 21 weeks or over.22  
 
When estimating the effect of the 6-week abortion limit, the starting value for 𝑖 was 7-9 weeks gestational 
age as it was assumed that the policy would have no effect on the number of abortions obtained at 6 
weeks gestation or earlier. In this policy scenario �̅�  at 6-weeks gestation or earlier was set to 0 and each 
of the other �̅�  were weighted such that ∑ �̅� = 1. 

Projection of the Labor Force 

From our cohort component population projections, we made projections for the size of the labor force to 
2060. In our baseline labor force projections, we assumed that the labor force participation rate by age 
and sex would remain constant through 2060 at levels equivalent to the national average annual labor 
force participation rates by age and sex for the years 2011-2022, as reported by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.23 

For the other two policy scenarios, we adjusted the labor force participation rate by a modeled change in 
labor force participation in response to a change in fertility and the abortion rate. We built a multi-state 
panel Gaussian GLMM with AR(1) adjusted random effects by state to model the labor force participation 
rate from the year 2000 to 2020. Explanatory variables in the model were  

 the total fertility rate,  

 
21 Tyler, Sarah. Miscarriage Probability Chart. Available from: https://datayze.com/miscarriage-chart.  
22 The distribution of abortions by gestational age for the state of Florida is consistently very far off from the 
distribution for all other states. We concluded that the gestational distribution data for Florida was not reliable, so 
data for the state of Florida was excluded from our calculations of three-year averages for the percentage of 
abortions that occur by gestational age. 
23 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics: Labor force participation rate (annual). 1995-
2022. 
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 the abortion rate by state of residence,  
 the annual average unemployment rate, 
 the percentage of state population living in urban areas,  
 the percentage of women over 21 years of age with a four-year college education, 
 the percentage of females 15-34 years of age having attended school, college, or post-graduate 

education in the last 2-3 months, and  
 the percentage of females 15-49 years of age who are married.  

The coefficient for the total fertility rate from this model was multiplied by the change in the fertility rate 
relative to the baseline fertility rate under each policy scenario. This provided a constant additive 
adjustment to the labor force participation rate by age and sex for each year in our labor force projections. 
The coefficient for the abortion rate was also multiplied by the change in the abortion relative to the 
baseline in each policy scenario to provide an additional additive adjustment to the labor force 
participation rate. The labor force participation rate for policy scenario 𝑝 in year 𝑡 for age group 𝑎 and sex 
𝑠 was projected as 

𝜆 , , , = Λ , + 𝛿 ∗ Δ𝑅 , + 𝛿 ∗ 𝑇𝐹𝑅 , − 𝑇𝐹𝑅 ,                        (18) 

where Λ ,  is the national average age- and sex-specific labor force participation rate from 2011-2022, 
and 𝛿  is the modeled change in the labor force participation rate in response to a one unit change in the 
abortion rate by state of residence, Δ𝑅 ,  is the change in the abortion rate relative to the baseline in 

policy scenario 𝑝 and year 𝑡, 𝛿  is the coefficient from our model estimating the change in labor force 
participation in response to a one unit change in the total fertility rate, 𝑇𝐹𝑅 ,  is the total fertility 
rate for year 𝑡 in our baseline population projections, and 𝑇𝐹𝑅 ,  is the total fertility rate for policy 

scenario 𝑝 in year 𝑡. 

The size of the labor force size for year 𝑡, 𝐿 , was then projected as 

𝐿 = 𝜆 , , , ∗ 𝑃 , , , 100⁄

{  .  }

{  . }

                                           (19) 

where 𝑃 , , ,  is the population under policy scenario 𝑝 for age 𝑎, sex 𝑠, and time 𝑡. 

Because labor participation rates by age and sex specifically for the state of Florida could not be found, 
baseline projections for labor force size were adjusted by a correction factor 

𝐶 = 1 −
(λ − Λ )

Λ
                                                              (20) 

where λ  is the initial baseline projected labor force size for 2022 and Λ  is the known labor force 
size for the state of Florida as reported by Bureau of Labor Statistics. Initial projections for labor force 
size in all three policy scenarios were multiplied by correction factor 𝐶.  

Results 

Abortion Rate 
We estimate that the abortion rate among Florida residents would increase by 23.6 percent if the proposed 
amendment were to be adopted compared to a 6-week abortion limit.  
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Compared to a 15-week abortion limit, the abortion rate is estimated to increase by 2.6 percent which can 
be derived from exponentiating the coefficient for the gestational limit indicator variable from the 
abortion rate model in Table 1. 
 
Compared to the current legal environment, the abortion rate among Florida residents could decline by 
21.0 percent if the state moves to a 6-week abortion limit. This is estimated from the six-month in-state 
and out-of-state abortion counts for Texas residents after the state’s implementation of a six-week 
abortion limit in 2021 as reported in White et al. (2022)24 and by the Texas Health and Human Services 
Commission.25  
 

Comparison to Georgia’s LIFE Act 
As a robustness check, monthly abortion data was also obtained from the Georgia Department of Public 
Health to assess the impact of the Living Infants Fairness and Equality (LIFE) Act. The LIFE Act is a 
Georgia law which banned abortion from the moment fetal cardiac activity can be detected which can 
occur as early as 6-weeks’ gestation and is often considered a de facto 6-week abortion limit. The law was 
implemented starting in August 2022 after the U.S. Supreme Court overturned the central holding of Roe 
v. Wade (1973) in its decision in Dobbs v. Jackson Women's Health Organization (2022). Prior to the 
implementation of the LIFE Act, Georgia had a 22-week limit on abortion.  
 
To assess the impact of the LIFE Act on the abortion rate in Georgia we performed an interrupted time 
series analysis on the approximate monthly abortion rates. The Georgia Department of Public Health 
provided to us data on the monthly number of abortions for Georgia residents obtained either within the 
state of Georgia or out of state from January 1994 to December 2022. These data were converted into 
approximate abortion rates with the mid-year population estimate for females 15-49 years of age serving 
as the denominator for all datapoints within the corresponding year26. The interrupted time series was 
modeled as an ordinary least squares model with SARIMA adjusted standard errors. The order of 
SARIMA coefficients was selected for the model was (3, 0, 4) (0, 1, 1) with a recurring period of 12 
months. The fit diagnostics for this model are shown in Figure C3. 
 
The regression coefficients from this model are shown in Table 2. In Georgia, the abortion rate fell by 
0.27 as a level change after the implementation of the six-week abortion limit. The linear trend after the 
implementation of the law is not significant. The number of abortions in the month immediately 
preceding the intervention was 3,024. A 0.27 drop in the abortion rate is approximately a 24 percent 
decline in the abortion rate, which is consistent with what White et al. (2022) found in Texas. 
 

Change in Abortion by State of Residence 
The results from our multi-state panel model of the abortion rate by state of residence are shown in Table 
1. We used a Gaussian GLMM with AR(1) adjusted random effects by state to assess the impact that the 

 
24 White K, Sierra G, Lerma K, Beasley A, Hofler LG, Tocce K, Goyal V, Ogburn T, Potter JE, Dickman SL. 
Association of Texas’ 2021 limit on abortion in early pregnancy with the number of facility-based abortions in 
Texas and surrounding states. JAMA. 2022 Nov 22;328(20):2048-55. 
25 Office of Data Analytics and Performance, HHSC. 2020 ITOP Statistics. 2020 Selected Characteristics of Induced 
Terminations of Pregnancy. https://www.hhs.texas.gov/about/records-statistics/data-statistics/itop-statistics. 
26 Although not as precise as true abortion rate estimates, the approximate abortion rates serve our purposes 
adequately as the intervention point is at mid-year when changes in population would be slight. The seasonal error 
adjustments from the model also help account for year-to-year changes in the data that could result from using a 
constant denominator for datapoints within years. 
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proposed amendment would have on the abortion rate among Florida residents. Fit diagnostics for this 
model are shown in Figure C4. The standard deviation for the random effects was 0.40. 

Since the response variable is log-transformed, the coefficients in Table 1 should be exponentiated before 
interpreting. The exponentiated coefficients should be interpreted as multiplicative changes to the mean of 
the abortion rate.  

Our model of the abortion rate in Table 1 shows that the abortion rate by state of residence is predicted to 
increase by 2.4 percent on average when the legal gestational limit on abortion changes from a 20-22 
week limit to a viability or greater limit. If the proposed amendment is adopted, the mandatory waiting 
period currently in effect would be eliminated. Thus, the effect that the proposed amendment would have 
on the abortion rate is the joint effect of both the gestational limit and the mandatory waiting period. Our 
model predicts that the proposed amendment would increase the abortion rate among Florida residents on 
average by 2.6 percent compared to the currently enforceable abortion law.  

The coefficient for the gestational limit was very nearly significant at the 90% confidence level. The joint 
effect of both the gestational limit and the mandatory waiting period were also very nearly significant at 
the 90% confidence level. While 𝛼 = 0.05 is the often resorted to as the default significance level in most 
disciplines, the level of 𝛼 does depend on the field of study. In fields of study where measurement 
precision is high and the researcher is able to conduct controlled experiments on the observational units, a 
lower significance level 𝛼 is typically merited. On the other hand, in fields such as social science and 
economics, where the researcher is often not at liberty to conduct controlled experiments on observational 
units and where heterogeneity between observations and confounding amongst covariates are widely 
present, a higher significance level is often merited. Our model of the abortion rate falls into the latter 
field of study, so greater flexibility must be granted when interpreting results.  

Population Dynamics 
The effect size estimates for the change in the abortion rate in each policy scenario were used to derive 
cohort component population projections under each scenario. Table 3 shows the additional number of 
abortions that would result if the proposed amendment were passed. The first column shows the number 
of abortions that would occur under the proposed amendment compared to a 6-week abortion limit. The 
numbers listed in the first column are Δ𝐴   , , the change in the projected number of abortions 
among residents of the state of Florida in year 𝑡 where 
 

Δ𝐴   , = 𝐴  , − 𝐴   ,                                       (21) 
 
and 𝐴  ,  is the projected number of abortions among Florida residents that would occur 
under the proposed amendment in year 𝑡 and 𝐴   ,  is the projected number of abortions in year 
𝑡 that would occur under a 6-week abortion limit. Similarly, the second column of Table 3 is the 
additional number of projected abortions that would occur if the proposed amendment were passed 
compared to the current legal environment in Florida 
 

Δ𝐴 , = 𝐴  , − 𝐴 ,                                                (22) 
 
where 𝐴 ,  is the projected number of abortions that would occur under the current law in year 𝑡. 
Our projections predict that the proposed amendment would increase the number of abortions by nearly 
735,000 by the year 2060 if compared to a 6-week abortion limit and by nearly 80,000 if compared to a 
15-week abortion limit. 
 
The proposed amendment would also reduce the resident population of Florida by nearly 790,000 people 
relative to a 6-week abortion limit by 2060, and by nearly 85,000 people relative to the current law. The 
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effects that the proposed amendment would have on population trends under each policy scenario are 
shown in Figure A1. 
 

Labor Force 
A key question in estimating the fiscal impact of this amendment is whether additional availability of 
abortion leads to an increase or decrease in labor force participation. The net effect is a combination of 
two effects. On one hand, new parents may drop out of the labor force to stay home and care for children. 
On the other hand, the need to provide for a child may induce parents to enter the labor force and earn 
additional income. 

Our estimates imply a one unit increase in the total fertility rate is associated with a 3.1-point increase in 
the labor force participation rate. This estimate is consistent with the case that more parents enter the 
labor force to provide for children than exit the labor force to care for children. The effect is also highly 
statistically significantly different from 0 (p < 0.001). 

The fixed effects coefficients from our model of the labor force participation rate are shown in Table 4. 
We modeled the labor force participation rate using a Gaussian GLMM with AR(1) adjusted random 
effects by state. The response variable for this model was not transformed so coefficients from Table 4 
can be interpreted as one would read an OLS regression table. Fit diagnostics for this model are shown in 
Figure C5. The standard deviation for the random effects was 3.96. 

The model also shows that for every 1 unit increase in the abortion rate by state of residence, the labor 
force participation rate increases by 0.03. This estimate is consistent with the argument that the 
availability of abortion allows more women to remain in the labor force, but the effect is slight. In fact, 
the effect is not even statistically significantly different from 0 at the 90% confidence level. Even so, we 
included the point estimate of the coefficient in our projections of the labor force in order to report a 
conservative estimate of the total effect. 

Our model shows that under the proposed amendment the labor force participation rate is predicted to rise 
on average across years and age groups by 0.03 when compared to a 15-week abortion limit. But 
compared to a 6-week abortion limit, the labor force participation rate under the proposed amendment is 
predicted to drop by 0.25 on average. 

Considering all modeled effects, the total fertility rate is projected to be about 0.11 lower under the 
proposed amendment than under a 6-week abortion limit and about 0.01 lower compared to a 15-week 
abortion limit. Reduced fertility rates would have downstream effects on the size of the labor force years 
down the road. The projected decline in the labor force under each policy scenario is driven primarily by 
population shrinkage rather than workers dropping out of the labor force due to restricted access to 
abortion.  

Figure A2 shows the change in the labor force size that would result under each policy scenario. 
Compared to a policy environment with a 15-week abortion limit, the adoption of the proposed 
amendment could lead to a decline in the labor force by nearly 35,000 workers. Compared to a 6-week 
abortion limit, the labor force in Florida could decline by nearly 320,000 workers by 2060.  
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Conclusion 
We hope that you will find this information useful in the process of determining the proposed 
amendment’s fiscal impact for Florida’s budget.  

If you have any questions about our estimates or would like to follow up, we may be reached at the 
contact information below. 

 

Respectfully, 

Jonathan Abbamonte, M.S. 
Senior Research Associate 
The Heritage Foundation 
214 Massachusetts Ave., NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
Email: jonathan.abbamonte@heritage.org 
 
Parker Sheppard, Ph.D. 
Director, Center for Data Analysis 
The Heritage Foundation 
214 Massachusetts Ave., NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
Email: parker.sheppard@heritage.org   
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Appendix A – Tables and Figures 
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Table 2. Effect of Six-Week Abortion Limit on Monthly 
Abortion Rate in Georgia: OLS with SARIMA-adjusted errors 
(3, 0, 4) (0, 1, 1) [12] 

  Estimate SE T p 

6-week abortion limit -0.267 0.091 -2.948 0.003 
time 0.000 0.003 -0.044 0.965 
time after intervention 0.011 0.026 0.425 0.671 
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Table 3: Projected Number of Additional Abortions for Florida Residents that Would 
Occur if the Proposed Amendment Were Adopted 

 

 

Year 

Compared to a 6-Week Limit Compared to Baseline 

2025 18,577 2,037 

2026 18,794 2,061 

2027 18,999 2,083 

2028 19,211 2,106 

2029 19,425 2,130 

2030 19,623 2,152 

2031 19,821 2,173 

2032 20,001 2,193 

2033 20,177 2,212 

2034 20,349 2,232 

2035 20,502 2,248 

2036 20,642 2,263 

2037 20,793 2,280 

2038 20,904 2,292 

2039 21,000 2,302 

2040 20,969 2,297 

2041 20,934 2,289 

2042 20,913 2,284 

2043 20,905 2,281 

2044 20,897 2,277 

2045 20,893 2,273 

2046 20,891 2,270 

2047 20,880 2,266 

2048 20,857 2,260 

2049 20,820 2,253 

2050 20,761 2,243 

2051 20,690 2,232 

2052 20,653 2,224 

2053 20,638 2,220 

2054 20,614 2,214 

2055 20,578 2,206 

2056 20,530 2,199 

2057 20,470 2,189 

2058 20,409 2,178 

2059 20,363 2,170 

2060 20,323 2,163 

Total 733,806 79,752 
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The blue line shows the additional number of persons who would reside in the state of Florida if a six-week limit were adopted 
compared to the number of persons who would be residing in the state if the proposed amendment were passed. The red line 
shows the number of additional persons who would reside in the state of Florida if the state’s current law on abortion would 
remain in effect compared to scenario where the proposed amendment is adopted. 
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The blue line shows the additional number of persons who would reside in the state of Florida if a six-week limit were adopted 
compared to the number of persons who would be residing in the state if the proposed amendment were passed. The red line 
shows the number of additional persons who would reside in the state of Florida if the state’s current law on abortion would 
remain in effect compared to scenario where the proposed amendment is adopted. 
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Appendix B – Data Sources 
Data for the resident population by state, age, and sex were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau, “State 
Population by Characteristics, 2020-2022,”27 “State Population by Characteristics, 2010-2020,”28 and 
“State Intercensal Tables, 2000-2010”29 U.S. Census Bureau data for resident population by state, age, 
and sex for the years 1990-1999 were obtained from a dataset compiled by the National Bureau of 
Economic Research (NBER).30 Data for the number of births and age-specific fertility rates (ASFR) by 
state, year, and mother age group 9 were obtained from publicly available data from the National Vital 
Statistics System.31  
 
Data for the number of abortions by state of residence was obtained from the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC) Abortion Surveillance reports from 1998-2016.32 For the years 2017-2020, the 
CDC did not report the number of abortions by state of residence in their annual Abortion Surveillance 
report. This data was instead extracted from a dataset made publicly available by the CDC, which cross-
tabulates the number of abortions by state of occurrence and the number of abortions by state of residence 
for reporting states.33 For Georgia, the number of abortions by state of residence were instead obtained 
from the Georgia Online Analytical Statistical Information System (OASIS) because CDC data for that 
state was found to be less reliable.34 In the state of Florida, data on the maternal residence of women 
having an abortion in the state of Florida have only been collected and reported to the CDC since 2017. 
To obtain estimates for the number of abortions for Florida residents, we made the assumption that the 
number of abortions for Florida residents obtained within Florida prior to 2017 were proportional to the 
number of abortions that occurred in the state of Florida. For the years 2017-2020, we found the average 
ratio of number of abortions for Florida residents and the total reported number of abortions occurring 
within the state of Florida. We then multiplied this ratio by historic data on the number of abortions by 
state of occurrence in the state of Florida from 1995-2016 to approximate the number of abortions by 
state of residence for these years.  
 
Abortion rates by state of residence were calculated from numbers of abortions by state of residence and 
the estimated resident population of females 15-49 years of age. 

 
27 U.S. Census Bureau. (2023). State Population by Characteristics, 2020-2022. ‘Annual State Resident Population 
Estimates for 5 Race Groups (5 Race Alone or in Combination Groups) by Age, Sex, and Hispanic Origin: April 1, 
2020 to July 1, 2022 (SC-EST2022-ALLDATA5)’.  
28 U.S. Census Bureau. (2021). State Population by Characteristics, 2010-2020. ‘Annual State Resident Population 
Estimates for 5 Race Groups (5 Race Alone or in Combination Groups) by Age, Sex, and Hispanic Origin: April 1, 
2010 to July 1, 2020 (SC-EST2020-ALLDATA5)’. 
29 U.S. Census Bureau. (2021). State Intercensal Tables, 2000-2010. 
30 Feenberg D. National Bureau of Economic Research. (2006). US Census Intercensal Population Estimates. 
Available at: https://data.nber.org/data/census-intercensal-population/. 
31 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. (2023). National Vital Statistics 
System, Natality on CDC WONDER Online Database. 
32 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Abortion Surveillance — United States, [1998-2020]. MMWR 
Surveill Summ. Available at: https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/index.htm. 
33 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2022). Abortions Distributed by Area of Residence and Area of 
Clinical Service. Available at: https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/data_stats/abortion.htm. 
34 Georgia Department of Public Health, Office of Health Indicators for Planning. (2023). Online Analytical 
Statistical Information System (OASIS): Induced Terminations of Pregnancy (ITOP) Web Query. Available at: 
https://oasis.state.ga.us/oasis/webquery/qryITOP.aspx. 
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For calculating the effect of a 6-week abortion limit on the abortion rate, data for abortions by state of 
residence were obtained from White et al. (2022)35 and by the Texas Health and Human Services 
Commission.36  For our interrupted times series model for the state of Georgia, monthly abortion counts 
for Georgia residents from January 1994 to December 2022 were obtained from the Georgia Department 
of Public Health, Office of Health Indicators for Planning (OHIP) by request. 

Data on the number of abortion providers by state were obtained for the years 1992, 1996, 2000, 2005, 
2008, 2011, 2014, 2017, and 2020 from Jones et al. (2022),37 Jones and Jerman (2017),38 Jones et al 
(2014),39 Jones and Kooistra (2011),40 and Jones et al. (2008).41  

Data on the distribution for the gestational age at which abortion occurs was obtained from the CDC 
Abortion Surveillance reports.  

Time series for gestational limits on abortion by state going back to 2006 were obtained from the 
Guttmacher Institute’s tracking of abortion laws as reported in their periodic publication, An Overview of 
Abortion Laws.42 Gestational limits for each year were assigned to each year based on the legal status in 
effect as reported in An Overview of Abortion Laws. The edition used was typically from October, 
November, or December, but varied from year to year based on whatever edition was available. 
 
Data for mandatory waiting periods by state was compiled by Melanie Israel at The Heritage Foundation.  
 
Data on the percentage of females 15-49 years of age who are married as well as data on the percentage of 
females 15-34 years of age in school, and data on the percentage of females over 21 years of age with a 
four-year college education were all obtained from 2000-2021 American Community Survey (ACS) 1-
year survey estimates microdata and the microdata from the 1990 5% state survey, both datasets acquired 
through IPUMS USA.43 
 

Data on the percentage of residents living in urban areas by state was acquired from the U.S. Census 
Bureau “State-level Urban and Rural Information for the 2020 Census and 2010 Census,”44 and for the 

 
35 White K, Sierra G, Lerma K, Beasley A, Hofler LG, Tocce K, Goyal V, Ogburn T, Potter JE, Dickman SL. 
Association of Texas’ 2021 limit on abortion in early pregnancy with the number of facility-based abortions in 
Texas and surrounding states. JAMA. 2022 Nov 22;328(20):2048-55. 
36 Office of Data Analytics and Performance, HHSC. 2020 ITOP Statistics. 2020 Selected Characteristics of Induced 
Terminations of Pregnancy. https://www.hhs.texas.gov/about/records-statistics/data-statistics/itop-statistics. 
37 Jones RK, Kirstein M, Philbin J. Abortion incidence and service availability in the United States, 2020. 
Perspectives on sexual and reproductive health. 2022 Dec;54(4):128-41. 
38 Jones RK, Jerman J. Abortion incidence and service availability in the United States, 2014. Perspectives on sexual 
and reproductive health. 2017 Mar;49(1):17-27. 
39 Jones RK, Jerman J. Abortion incidence and service availability in the United States, 2011. Perspectives on sexual 
and reproductive health. 2014 Mar;46(1):3-14. 
40 Jones RK, Kooistra K. Abortion incidence and access to services in the United States, 2008. Perspectives on 
sexual and reproductive health. 2011 Mar;43(1):41-50. 
41 Jones RK, Zolna MR, Henshaw SK, Finer LB. Abortion in the United States: incidence and access to services, 
2005. Perspectives on sexual and reproductive health. 2008 Mar;40(1):6-16. 
42 Guttmacher Institute. An Overview of Abortion Laws; [2006-2023] Available at 
https://www.guttmacher.org/state-policy/explore/overview-abortion-laws. 
43 Steven Ruggles, Sarah Flood, Matthew Sobek, Danika Brockman, Grace Cooper, Stephanie Richards, and Megan 
Schouweiler. IPUMS USA: Version 13.0 [dataset]. Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS, 2023. 
https://doi.org/10.18128/D010.V13.0 
44 U.S. Census Bureau. (2023). State-level 2020 and 2010 Census Urban and Rural Information for the U.S., Puerto 
Rico, and Island Areas sorted by state FIPS code. Available at https://www.census.gov/programs-
surveys/geography/guidance/geo-areas/urban-rural.html. 
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years 1990 and 2000 from the Iowa Community Indicators Program at Iowa State University.45 Data on 
the percentage of persons living in poverty by state was acquired from the U.S. Census Bureau.46 

Data on the annual average unemployment rate by state (not seasonally adjusted) and the annual average 
labor force participation rate (not seasonally adjusted) were obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
“Local Area Unemployment Statistics.”47 Historic data for the size of the civilian labor force in the state 
of Florida was obtained from the Federal Reserve Economic Data (FRED) online database which is 
maintained by the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis.48 

Historical life tables for the state of Florida by sex were obtained from the National Center for Health 
Statistics, National Vital Statistics System. Coale-Demeny West model life tables were obtained through 
public datasets hosted by the United Nations Population Division.49 5-year population estimates and 
projections by sex for non-U.S. regions was obtained from the United Nations Population Division World 
Population Prospects 2022.50 The medium variant was used for population projections. Data for U.S. 
population projections by age, sex, and state were obtained from University of Viriginia Demographics 
Research Group.51 

We used ACS 1-year estimates from 2011-2022 to estimate the number of immigrants moving to the state 
of Florida as obtained through the U.S. Census Bureau’s Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS). We also 
used data on net migration by state from the U.S. Census Bureau to estimate the number of emigrants 
leaving the state of Florida.52,53 

Data for taxable sales in the state of Florida for the years 1994-2023 were obtained from publicly 
available data from the Florida Department of Revenue, Office of Tax Research.54 Data on disposable 
personal income by state came from the Bureau of Economic Analysis.55 Data for the number of visitors 

 
45 Iowa State University, Iowa Community Indicators Program. (2023) Urban Percentage of the Population for 
States, Historical. Available at https://www.icip.iastate.edu/tables/population/urban-pct-states. 
46 U.S. Census Bureau. (2023). Historical Poverty Tables: People and Families - 1959 to 2022: Table 19. Number of 
Poor and Poverty Rate by State. Available at https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-
poverty/historical-poverty-people.html. 
47 Bureau of Labor Statistics. Local Area Unemployment Statistics. 
48 Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. (2023). Federal Reserve Economic Data. Civilian Labor Force in Florida 
(LAUST120000000000006A). Available at https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/LAUST120000000000006A. 
49 United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division. Model Life Tables. Complete 
life tables (1 year increment). Available at https://www.un.org/development/desa/pd/data/model-life-tables. 
50 United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2022). World Population 
Prospects 2022, Online Edition. 
51 Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, Demographics Research Group. National Population Projections, 
University of Virginia: Charlottesville, Virginia; 2023. [cited 2023 Oct 25]. Available from: 
https://demographics.coopercenter.org/national-population-projections/. 
52 U.S. Census Bureau. State Population by Characteristics, 2020-2022 (NST-EST2022-ALLDATA). 
53 U.S. Census Bureau. State Population by Characteristics, 2010-2020 (NST-EST2020-ALLDATA). 
54 Florida Department of Revenue, Office of Tax Research. (2023). Taxable Sales: Form 10. Available at 
https://floridarevenue.com/DataPortal/Pages/TaxResearch.aspx. 
55 Bureau of Economic Analysis. (2023). SAINC51 State annual disposable personal income summary: disposable 
personal income, population, and per capita disposable personal income. 
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to the state of Florida were obtained from multiple sources including publicly available data from Visit 
Florida,56 the 2017 Florida Visitor Study,57 and other sources.58,59 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
56 Visit Florida. (2023). Florida Visitor Estimates. Available at https://www.visitflorida.org/resources/research/. 
57 Visit Florida. 2017 Florida Visitor Study. Tallahassee: Visit Florida; 2019. 
58 Florida Tax Watch. The Benefits and Costs of Tourism to Florida. Tallahassee: Florida Tax Watch; 2000. 
59 Florida Tax Watch. The Impact of Tourism on Florida’s Economy: Telling a More Complete Story. Tallahassee: 
Florida Tax Watch; 2006. 
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Appendix C – Model Fit Diagnostics 
 

Figure C1. Model Fit Diagnostics for ARIMA (0, 0, 1) Time Series Model of the Number of 
Abortions Obtained by Florida Residents Out-Of-State: 2010-2020 
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Figure C2. Model Fit Diagnostics for ARIMA (1, 1, 0) Time Series Model of the Abortion Rate for 
Florida State Residents: 1997-2022 
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Figure C3. Model Fit Diagnostics for OLS Model on Georgia LIFE Act with SARIMA-adjusted 
errors (3, 0, 4) (0, 1, 1) [12] 
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Figure C4. Model Fit Diagnostics for Gaussian GLMM with AR(1) Adjusted Random Effects by 
State: Abortion Rate by State of Residence (log-transformed) 
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Figure C5. Model Fit Diagnostics for Gaussian GLMM with AR(1) Adjusted Random Effects by 
State: Labor Force Participation Rate 
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Materials from Interested 
Parties 



(None Provided) 
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Requested Agency Material 



Abortion Clinic Licensure
Fiscal  Impact  Est imating Conference

October  19 ,  2023



Statute and Rule Authority
Service-Specific:
• Chapter 390, Florida Statutes
• Chapter 59A-9, Florida Administrative Code

General Licensure:
• Chapter 408, Part II, Florida Statutes
• Chapter 59A-35 Florida Administrative Code

2



Abortion
• May only be performed by a physician.
• May be performed in a:

• Licensed abortion clinic
• Licensed hospital

• Procedures after the 23rd week must be done in a 
hospital.

• Physician’s office
• Any medical office if the number of procedures 

performed does not exceed 50% of the services provided 
at that office.

3



Abortion

• The procedure may be medical or surgical.  
• Requires informed consent except in an emergency.
• Requirements and Restrictions based on gestational 

age.

4



Procedural Requirements
Applicable to all health care providers performing abortions:

• Provide a safe and sanitary environment;
• If physician does not have admitting privileges at a hospital in 

reasonable proximity, the clinic must have a transfer agreement 
with the hospital;

• Obtain informed consent, including parental consent if the 
patient is under the age of 18 years;

• Perform an ultrasound to determine gestational age;
• Disposal of fetal remains;
• Data reporting;
• Florida Statutes require 24 Hour voluntary and informed written 

consent.
5



Agency Oversight
• As of October 6, 2023, there are 51 licensed abortion 

clinics  
• The Agency is responsible for the regulatory oversight of 

abortion clinics and hospitals. 
• Abortion clinics are licensed for a two-year period. 
• Licensure inspections are conducted at each abortion 

clinic annually prior to license renewal and for complaint 
investigations. 

6



Abortion Clinic Application

Items required on the application include:
• Provider Information and Primary Contact
• Owner, Controlling Interest, and Management 

Company Information
• Required Disclosures (convictions, adverse actions)
• Hours of Operation
• Outstanding Fines

7



Onsite Survey Process   

The Agency has the right to enter an abortion clinic 
to make or cause to be made such inspections and 
investigations as are necessary to assure 
compliance with the licensure requirements and 
standards as specified in statute and rule. 

8



Survey Tasks

• Off‐site pre‐survey review
• Entrance conference
• Tour of the clinic
• Sample selection
• Interviews with staff
• Review of patient and personnel records
• Decision Making
• Exit conference 

9



Abortion Clinic Applications: 2013-2023

10

Number of Initial Licensure Applications Including Previously Licensed Clinics

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023* Total

Approved 1 2 1 3 2 1 1 11
Denied 1 1
Withdrawn 1 1 2
Grand Total 1 2 1 3 3 1 1 2 14

* Includes applications received January through October 6, 2023



Abortion Clinic Closure: 2013-2023

11

Number of Abortion Clinics No Longer in Service by Year

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023* Total

CLOSED 1 2 1 2 4 1 4 1 16

REVOKED 4 1 5

WITHDRAWN 2 2

Grand Total 1 2 3 2 8 1 4 2 23

* Includes status changes effective January through October 6, 2023



Abortion Data Collected
• Each abortion clinic, hospital and physician’s office is 

required by section 390.0112, F.S., to report the number 
of procedures performed during the preceding month. 

• The reporting facility provides a unique identifier for the 
patient, the date of pregnancy termination, Last 
Menstrual Period (LMP) date if accurately known, and 
the clinician’s estimated date of fertilization.  

12



Abortion Data Collected, cont.
Data collected includes :

• Patient’s state and county of residence (other if outside 
the U.S.)

• Marital status
• Race and ethnicity
• Level of education
• Number of previous births and terminations
• Method for termination, including number of regimens 

prescribed or dispensed if a medical abortion is performed
• Reason for termination 

13



Abortion Clinic Procedures: 2013-2023

14

YEAR TOTAL PROCEDURES REPORTED
2013 72,727
2014 72,107
2015 72,023
2016 69,770
2017 69,102
2018 70,239
2019 71,914
2020 74,868
2021 79,817
2022 82,581
2023* 58,230

* Includes data reported January through October 1, 2023



Data Available to the Public

15

For more information regarding Induced Termination of 
Pregnancy Reports please visit the Agency website at:

https://ahca.myflorida.com/health-care-policy-and-
oversight/bureau-of-central-services/frequently-requested-data -



QUESTIONS?



Abortion Clinic Licensure
11/1/2023
Kimberly  Smoak 

Deputy Secretary
Divis ion of  Health Care Pol icy  and Oversight
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4
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Thank You
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From: Horton, Jeff  
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 8:48 AM 
To: MacPherson, Daniel  
Subject: Public Record Request Response 
 

Attached are the responsive document/s for the also attached request. 
 
 
Ref: 361002 

 

 

Jeff Horton - OPS SENIOR CLERK  
 

Building 3, Room 3408C - GENERAL COUNSEL 
AHCA 

2727 MAHAN DR., TALLAHASSEE, FL. 323080000 
+1 850-412-3681 (Office) - (Fax) 
Jeff.Horton@ahca.myflorida.com 

 
 

Privacy Statement: This e-mail may include confidential and/or proprietary information, and may be used only by the person or entity to 
which it is addressed. If the reader of this e-mail is not the intended recipient or his or her authorized agent, the reader is hereby notified 

that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail is prohibited. If you have received this in error, please reply to the sender and 
delete it immediately.  
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Weeks

of Gestation < 15 15 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35 - 39  40 Unknown Total
6 47 2781 12004 13057 10268 5674 2042 138 46011

7 15 789 2985 3097 2281 1275 429 36 10907
8 17 558 2239 2268 1663 911 276 29 7961
9 14 446 1528 1433 1022 533 160 11 5147

10 15 339 1068 1006 703 381 116 5 3633
11 10 226 718 703 512 258 87 6 2520
12 5 161 564 456 344 175 54 8 1767
13 6 139 444 387 262 152 69 5 1464
14 1 114 335 291 249 129 51 3 1173
15 2 63 201 176 134 78 31 1 686
16 2 29 68 88 52 35 14 0 288
17 1 20 59 62 53 31 13 0 239
18 1 22 60 59 32 29 12 2 217
19 0 26 52 60 37 26 11 0 212
20 0 16 44 38 26 13 6 0 143
21 1 27 58 50 46 18 13 0 213

Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 137 5756 22427 23231 17684 9718 3384 244 82581

Age in Years-2022



Weeks

of Gestation < 15 15 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35 - 39  40 Unknown Total
6 77 3514 15339 16676 12912 7008 2487 123 58136

7 14 503 1824 1867 1339 782 231 16 6576
8 7 331 1203 1169 885 468 155 12 4230
9 5 252 691 729 546 290 114 3 2630

10 7 173 556 501 383 218 61 2 1901
11 3 143 471 372 317 145 39 4 1494
12 8 95 282 289 208 116 43 4 1045
13 5 86 231 231 188 105 34 1 881
14 5 62 178 166 121 79 27 0 638
15 1 44 149 141 90 62 15 0 502
16 0 37 111 110 77 53 19 0 407
17 2 30 93 87 59 41 15 0 327
18 2 33 86 65 65 36 14 0 301
19 5 23 73 59 49 37 17 2 265
20 1 14 60 51 38 27 7 0 198
21 2 31 74 74 48 47 10 0 286

Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 144 5371 21421 22587 17325 9514 3288 167 79817

Age in Years-2021
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From: OSullivan, Owen
Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2023 6:57 PM
To: Baker, Amy; Schenker, Pamela
Cc: Mock, Scott
Subject: FW: Fiscal Impact estimating Conference (FIEC) – Amendment to Limit Government 

Interference with Abortion (23-07) (2023)
Attachments: Enrollment by Gender September 2023.xlsx; Monthly Reports as of Sep 2023 18.pdf

Importance: High

Amy, 

DSGI responded. See below. 

From: Russell, Stephen <Stephen.Russell@dms.fl.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2023 6:10 PM 
To: OSullivan, Owen <OSULLIVAN.OWEN@leg.state.fl.us> 
Cc: Mauldin, Greg <Greg.Mauldin@dms.fl.gov> 
Subject: FW: Fiscal Impact estimating Conference (FIEC) – Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion 
(23‐07) (2023) 
Importance: High 

Owen, 

Per your request here are responses to you questions below.  Please attached as well. 

Questions: 
We had the FIEC Public Workshop yesterday and a couple of questions came up about the potential impact on the State 
Group Health Insurance. The first question was whether or not abortions are covered by the state employees’ health 
insurance. I was able to find language in section 627.6699 (16)(a) FS that I think addresses that issue (the plan does not 
cover abortion unless under certain circumstances). Could you please confirm that interpretation and provide any other 
information regarding this.  The second question was about the age and gender composition of those on the plan. Could 
you please provide a current (snapshot) and some historical data (calendar year or state fiscal year should work) by age 
and gender? If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 

Responses: 
 627.6699 (16)(a) FS applies to the Patient Protection and Affordable care act plans. The Florida state employees’

health plan is not one of these plans.

 The state employees’ health program excludes coverage for elective abortions for both HMO and PPO
enrollees.  By way of an example, below is the listed exclusion within our PPO benefits document:

o Section 5: Exclusions:
- The following services and supplies are excluded from coverage under this Plan unless a specific

exception is noted.
- Abortions which are elective, performed at any time during a pregnancy.

 Attached are copies of pages taken from our monthly reporting package that illustrates the composition of our
enrollment by gender, age, and plan election. The attached was pulled from finalized enrollment data from
September.
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Sorry for the delay. Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks - Steve 

Stephen Russell | Bureau Chief of Financial and Fiscal Management 

Division of State Group Insurance 
(850) 921‐4530 (Office)
Florida Department of Management Services
We Serve Those Who Serve Florida

. . .
How Are We Doing? Click Here to Take the DMS Customer Satisfaction Survey    

The information contained in this e‐mail and accompanying attachments may constitute agency cybersecurity information, collective bargaining 
strategy, attorney work product, or 
other confidential information that would be legally privileged and exempt from disclosure as a public record. The information is intended only for 
the addressee(s) indicated above. 
If you are not the intended recipient of this information, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on this 
information is strictly prohibited.  
If you received this e‐mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e‐mail or by calling (850) 921‐4530 (Office)

Additionally, please note that Florida has a very broad public records law. Unless expressly exempt, this or any other written communication with 
the agency may be subject to public disclosure.  

From: OSullivan, Owen <OSULLIVAN.OWEN@leg.state.fl.us>  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2023 9:54 AM 
To: Russell, Stephen <Stephen.Russell@dms.fl.gov> 
Subject: Fiscal Impact estimating Conference (FIEC) – Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion (23‐
07) (2023)

Stephen, 

We had the FIEC Public Workshop yesterday and a couple of questions came up about the potential impact on the State 
Group Health Insurance. The first question was whether or not abortions are covered by the state employees’ health 
insurance. I was able to find language in section 627.6699 (16)(a) FS that I think addresses that issue (the plan does not 
cover abortion unless under certain circumstances). Could you please confirm that interpretation and provide any other 
information regarding this.  The second question was about the age and gender composition of those on the plan. Could 
you please provide a current (snapshot) and some historical data (calendar year or state fiscal year should work) by age 
and gender? If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 

Owen O’Sullivan 
Economist 
The Legislative Office of Economic and Demographic Research 
111 W. Madison Street Suite 574 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
(850) 717‐0477



STATE EMPLOYEES' GROUP HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM
HMO, PPO, & MAPD ENROLLMENT BY AGE BRACKET & CATEGORY

SEPTEMBER 2023

ACTIVE PLANS PPO Plans
Age Bracket Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total

0-1 0 2,465 2,465 0 3,609 3,609 0 0 0 0 6,074 6,074
2-6 0 6,457 6,457 0 9,684 9,684 0 0 0 0 16,141 16,141

7-18 19 19,360 19,379 22 29,866 29,888 0 0 0 41 49,226 49,267
19-25 3,413 12,053 15,466 3,119 18,562 21,681 0 0 0 6,532 30,615 37,147
26-29 5,846 1,840 7,686 5,551 2,565 8,116 0 0 0 11,397 4,405 15,802
30-34 7,826 2,517 10,343 8,597 3,240 11,837 0 0 0 16,423 5,757 22,180
35-39 7,264 3,311 10,575 9,256 4,679 13,935 0 0 0 16,520 7,990 24,510
40-44 6,805 3,468 10,273 9,481 5,196 14,677 0 0 0 16,286 8,664 24,950
45-49 6,196 3,537 9,733 8,998 5,020 14,018 0 0 0 15,194 8,557 23,751
50-54 6,962 3,766 10,728 9,892 5,513 15,405 0 0 0 16,854 9,279 26,133
55-59 6,745 3,518 10,263 9,593 4,894 14,487 0 0 0 16,338 8,412 24,750
60-64 5,865 3,045 8,910 8,146 3,876 12,022 0 0 0 14,011 6,921 20,932
65+ 4,399 2,912 7,311 4,006 2,854 6,860 0 0 0 8,405 5,766 14,171

Total 61,340 68,249 129,589 76,661 99,558 176,219 0 0 0 138,001 167,807 305,808
Average Age 44.8 27.7 35.8 45.7 26.4 34.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 45.3 27.0 35.2

COBRA PLANS PPO Plans
Age Bracket Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total

0-1 0 7 7 0 7 7 0 0 0 0 14 14
2-6 0 10 10 0 11 11 0 0 0 0 21 21

7-18 0 29 29 0 28 28 0 0 0 0 57 57
19-25 0 21 21 1 24 25 0 0 0 1 45 46
26-29 24 3 27 4 2 6 0 0 0 28 5 33
30-34 18 2 20 15 4 19 0 0 0 33 6 39
35-39 12 4 16 10 5 15 0 0 0 22 9 31
40-44 21 7 28 11 2 13 0 0 0 32 9 41
45-49 22 9 31 10 4 14 0 0 0 32 13 45
50-54 30 10 40 23 10 33 0 0 0 53 20 73
55-59 38 7 45 19 3 22 0 0 0 57 10 67
60-64 37 6 43 23 4 27 0 0 0 60 10 70
65+ 4 3 7 3 2 5 0 0 0 7 5 12

Total 206 118 324 119 106 225 0 0 0 325 224 549
Average Age 48.0 28.5 40.9 49.0 24.8 37.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 48.4 26.8 39.6

RETIREE PLANS PPO Plans
Age Bracket Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total

0-1 0 3 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 5 5
2-6 0 11 11 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 15 15

7-18 0 80 80 1 55 56 0 0 0 1 135 136
19-25 0 140 140 0 127 127 0 0 0 0 267 267
26-29 0 17 17 1 10 11 0 0 0 1 27 28
30-34 3 3 6 0 2 2 0 0 0 3 5 8
35-39 7 4 11 3 2 5 0 0 0 10 6 16
40-44 10 10 20 8 6 14 0 0 0 18 16 34
45-49 21 14 35 12 11 23 0 0 0 33 25 58
50-54 62 44 106 69 23 92 0 0 0 131 67 198
55-59 272 80 352 296 81 377 0 0 0 568 161 729
60-64 1,050 184 1,234 1,181 163 1,344 0 0 0 2,231 347 2,578
65+ 6 0 6 3 1 4 0 0 0 9 1 10

Total 1,431 590 2,021 1,574 487 2,061 0 0 0 3,005 1,077 4,082
Average Age 60.6 41.4 55.0 60.8 42.9 56.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.7 42.1 55.8

MEDICARE PLANS PPO Plans
Age Bracket Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total

0-1 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2
2-6 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 2

7-18 0 66 66 0 38 38 0 0 0 0 104 104
19-25 0 153 153 0 118 118 0 0 0 0 271 271
26-29 0 40 40 0 17 17 0 0 0 0 57 57
30-34 0 10 10 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 15 15
35-39 1 12 13 0 5 5 0 1 1 1 18 19
40-44 1 12 13 0 4 4 0 0 0 1 16 17
45-49 2 22 24 2 3 5 0 2 2 4 27 31
50-54 8 26 34 13 19 32 1 2 3 22 47 69
55-59 60 97 157 37 61 98 7 0 7 104 158 262
60-64 235 370 605 276 216 492 23 9 32 534 595 1,129
65+ 18,076 4,636 22,712 7,249 1,785 9,034 2,457 744 3,201 27,782 7,165 34,947

Total 18,383 5,445 23,828 7,577 2,274 9,851 2,488 758 3,246 28,448 8,477 36,925
Average Age 78.5 71.9 77.0 73.7 67.3 72.2 71.8 72.2 71.9 70.3 64.2 68.9

PLANS TOTAL PPO Plans
Age Bracket Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total Subscriber Dependent Total

0-1 0 2,475 2,475 0 3,620 3,620 0 0 0 0 6,095 6,095
2-6 0 6,479 6,479 0 9,700 9,700 0 0 0 0 16,179 16,179

7-18 19 19,535 19,554 23 29,987 30,010 0 0 0 42 49,522 49,564
19-25 3,413 12,367 15,780 3,120 18,831 21,951 0 0 0 6,533 31,198 37,731
26-29 5,870 1,900 7,770 5,556 2,594 8,150 0 0 0 11,426 4,494 15,920
30-34 7,847 2,532 10,379 8,612 3,251 11,863 0 0 0 16,459 5,783 22,242
35-39 7,284 3,331 10,615 9,269 4,691 13,960 0 1 1 16,553 8,023 24,576
40-44 6,837 3,497 10,334 9,500 5,208 14,708 0 0 0 16,337 8,705 25,042
45-49 6,241 3,582 9,823 9,022 5,038 14,060 0 2 2 15,263 8,622 23,885
50-54 7,062 3,846 10,908 9,997 5,565 15,562 1 2 3 17,060 9,413 26,473
55-59 7,115 3,702 10,817 9,945 5,039 14,984 7 0 7 17,067 8,741 25,808
60-64 7,187 3,605 10,792 9,626 4,259 13,885 23 9 32 16,836 7,873 24,709
65+ 22,485 7,551 30,036 11,261 4,642 15,903 2,457 744 3,201 36,203 12,937 49,140

Total 81,360 74,402 155,762 85,931 102,425 188,356 2,488 758 3,246 169,779 177,585 347,364
Average Age 52.7 31.1 42.4 48.4 27.4 37.0 71.8 72.2 71.9 49.8 28.8 39.1

HMO Plans MAPD Plans HMO, PPO, & MAPD Plans Total

HMO Plans MAPD Plans HMO, PPO, & MAPD Plans Total

HMO Plans MAPD Plans HMO, PPO, & MAPD Plans Total

HMO Plans MAPD Plans HMO, PPO, & MAPD Plans Total

HMO Plans MAPD Plans HMO, PPO, & MAPD Plans Total

   Source: NGA Monthly Enrollment Files Bureau of Financial & Fiscal Management



 Source: NGA Monthly Enrollment Files Bureau of Financial & Fiscal Management

STATE EMPLOYEES' GROUP HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM
ENROLLMENT WITH DEPENDENTS BY CATEGORY & GENDER

SEPTEMBER 2023

Category/Plan/Coverage           Subscribers                    Dependents                    Members                % of Total      
Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female

Active PPO Plan 27,940 33,400 61,340 33,120 35,129 68,249 61,060 68,529 129,589 47% 53%
Single 11,524 17,230 28,754 5 3 8 11,529 17,233 28,762
Family 15,335 15,413 30,748 31,358 32,987 64,345 46,693 48,400 95,093
Spouse 1,081 757 1,838 1,757 2,139 3,896 2,838 2,896 5,734
Active HMO Plan 29,211 47,450 76,661 52,043 47,515 99,558 81,254 94,965 176,219 46% 54%
Single 10,739 20,385 31,124 1 0 1 10,740 20,385 31,125
Family 16,777 25,662 42,439 48,649 43,847 92,496 65,426 69,509 134,935
Spouse 1,695 1,403 3,098 3,393 3,668 7,061 5,088 5,071 10,159
Total Active 57,151 80,850 138,001 85,163 82,644 167,807 142,314 163,494 305,808 47% 53%
Single 22,263 37,615 59,878 6 3 9 22,269 37,618 59,887
Family 32,112 41,075 73,187 80,007 76,834 156,841 112,119 117,909 230,028
Spouse 2,776 2,160 4,936 5,150 5,807 10,957 7,926 7,967 15,893

COBRA PPO Plan 75 131 206 67 51 118 142 182 324 44% 56%
Single 51 102 153 0 0 0 51 102 153
Family 24 29 53 67 51 118 91 80 171
COBRA HMO Plan 37 82 119 62 44 106 99 126 225 44% 56%
Single 26 54 80 0 0 0 26 54 80
Family 11 28 39 62 44 106 73 72 145
Total COBRA 112 213 325 129 95 224 241 308 549 44% 56%
Single 77 156 233 0 0 0 77 156 233
Family 35 57 92 129 95 224 164 152 316

Early Retiree PPO Plan 621 810 1,431 235 355 590 856 1,165 2,021 42% 58%
Single 384 684 1,068 0 0 0 384 684 1,068
Family 237 126 363 235 355 590 472 481 953
Early Retiree HMO Plan 541 1,033 1,574 225 262 487 766 1,295 2,061 37% 63%
Single 375 888 1,263 1 0 1 376 888 1,264
Family 166 145 311 224 262 486 390 407 797
Total Early Retiree 1,162 1,843 3,005 460 617 1,077 1,622 2,460 4,082 40% 60%
Single 759 1,572 2,331 1 0 1 760 1,572 2,332
Family 403 271 674 459 617 1,076 862 888 1,750

Medicare PPO Plan 7,617 10,766 18,383 1,644 3,801 5,445 9,261 14,567 23,828 39% 61%
Medicare I 3,950 9,256 13,206 2 0 2 3,952 9,256 13,208
Medicare II 479 183 662 313 614 927 792 797 1,589
Medicare III 3,188 1,327 4,515 1,329 3,187 4,516 4,517 4,514 9,031
Medicare HMO Plan 2,860 4,717 7,577 1,031 1,243 2,274 3,891 5,960 9,851 39% 61%
Medicare I 1,707 3,772 5,479 0 0 0 1,707 3,772 5,479
Medicare II 267 194 461 287 349 636 554 543 1,097
Medicare III 886 751 1,637 744 894 1,638 1,630 1,645 3,275
Medicare MAPD Plan 964 1,524 2,488 359 399 758 1,323 1,923 3,246 41% 59%
Medicare I 565 1,167 1,732 0 0 0 565 1,167 1,732
Medicare II 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Medicare III 399 357 756 359 399 758 758 756 1,514
Total Medicare 11,441 17,007 28,448 3,034 5,443 8,477 14,475 22,450 36,925 39% 61%
Medicare I 6,222 14,195 20,417 2 0 2 6,224 14,195 20,419
Medicare II 746 377 1,123 600 963 1,563 1,346 1,340 2,686
Medicare III 4,473 2,435 6,908 2,432 4,480 6,912 6,905 6,915 13,820

Total PPO Plan 36,253 45,107 81,360 35,066 39,336 74,402 71,319 84,443 155,762 46% 54%
Single 15,909 27,272 43,181 7 3 10 15,916 27,275 43,191
Family 19,263 17,078 36,341 33,302 37,194 70,496 52,565 54,272 106,837
Spouse 1,081 757 1,838 1,757 2,139 3,896 2,838 2,896 5,734
Total HMO Plan 32,649 53,282 85,931 53,361 49,064 102,425 86,010 102,346 188,356 46% 54%
Single 12,847 25,099 37,946 2 0 2 12,849 25,099 37,948
Family 18,107 26,780 44,887 49,966 45,396 95,362 68,073 72,176 140,249
Spouse 1,695 1,403 3,098 3,393 3,668 7,061 5,088 5,071 10,159
Total MAPD Plan 964 1,524 2,488 359 399 758 1,323 1,923 3,246 41% 59%
Single 565 1,167 1,732 0 0 0 565 1,167 1,732
Family 399 357 756 359 399 758 758 756 1,514
Spouse 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Enrollment 69,866 99,913 169,779 88,786 88,799 177,585 158,652 188,712 347,364 46% 54%
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FLORIDA FINANCIAL IMPACT ESTIMATING CONFERENCE 
Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion 

Serial Number 23-07 
November 16, 2023 

 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
The proposed amendment was analyzed late in the 2023 calendar year.  At that time, litigation was pending 
before the Florida Supreme Court challenging the Legislature’s 2022 enactment of a prohibition on most 
abortions being performed if the gestational age of the fetus is more than 15 weeks.  If the Court upholds 
the 2022 law, a 2023 law further reducing the 15 weeks to 6 weeks will take effect 30 days later.  This could 
lead to additional litigation.  In order to measure the proposed amendment’s impact on state and local 
government revenues and costs, a reasonable expectation of what the state of the law will be at the time of 
the election is required.  Because there are several possible outcomes related to this litigation that differ 
widely in their effects, the impact of the proposed amendment on state and local government revenues 
and costs, if any, cannot be determined. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF INITIATIVE FINANCIAL INFORMATION STATEMENT 
One year prior to the election, it is impossible to predict with any reasonable certainty what the legal 
landscape will be when the proposed amendment is on the ballot in November 2024.  When this proposed 
amendment was analyzed, litigation was pending before the Florida Supreme Court challenging the 
Legislature’s 2022 enactment of a prohibition on most abortions being performed if the gestational age of 
the fetus is more than 15 weeks.  If the Court upholds the 2022 law, a 2023 law further reducing the 15 
weeks to 6 weeks will take effect 30 days later.  This could lead to additional litigation.   

At least four possible outcomes could occur from these events.  Not knowing which outcome will be in 
place makes a material difference to the financial impacts of the proposed amendment, if any.  At a 
minimum, there is a significant difference in the number of abortions that occur up to and including 6 
weeks and 15 weeks.  This is because the number of abortions by weeks of gestation are skewed towards 
fewer weeks of gestation.  For this reason, budgetary or revenue effects that are limited or undetectable at 
15 weeks may be much stronger at 6 weeks. 

• With respect to abortions themselves, prior case law in Florida indicates that the state does not 
have an obligation to pay for them.  The Florida Legislature has made no changes to its policies 
regarding state abortion funding under either the 15-week or 6-week prohibitions.  Future 
legislative changes, if any, in response to the passage of the proposed amendment are unknown.  

• Some state programs may be affected by differences in the number of live births in the state.  With 
respect to the education system and health and human services, if the 15-week prohibition is 
upheld by the Florida Supreme Court, regardless of whether the 6-week prohibition goes into 
effect, it is probable that the state will experience cost savings because of the proposed 
amendment.  Alternatively, if the 15-week prohibition is not upheld, there would be no savings as 
the baseline policy would be essentially equivalent to the proposed amendment. 

• At least one government program may be affected by the proposed amendment’s requirement that 
no law shall prohibit, penalize, delay, or restrict abortion.  If the 15-week prohibition is upheld, 
regardless of whether the 6-week prohibition goes into effect, it is probable that there will be cost 
savings to the criminal justice system as certain criminal penalties are invalidated.  Alternatively, if 
the 15-week prohibition is not upheld, there would be no savings within the criminal justice system 
as the baseline policy would be essentially equivalent to the proposed amendment. 
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• With respect to state and local revenues, the baseline for the analysis is uncertain. While increased 
travel to the state would be expected to result in higher sales tax collections, this result, if it 
occurred, would not be a direct effect of the proposed amendment. 

 
 
SUBSTANTIVE ANALYSIS 
A. Proposed Amendment 

 
Ballot Title: 
 

Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion 
 

Ballot Summary: 
 
No law shall prohibit, penalize, delay, or restrict abortion before viability or when necessary to protect the 
patient’s health, as determined by the patient’s healthcare provider. This amendment does not change the 
Legislature’s constitutional authority to require notification to a parent or guardian before a minor has an 
abortion. 
 
Article and Section Being Created or Amended: 
Creates – Article 1, New Section 
 
Full Text of the Proposed Amendment: 

New Section, Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion 

Limiting government interference with abortion.— Except as provided in Article X, Section 22, no law 
shall prohibit, penalize, delay, or restrict abortion before viability or when necessary to protect the 
patient’s health, as determined by the patient’s healthcare provider. 
 
 
B. Effective Date 

 
Article XI, Section 5(e), Florida Constitution, states: “Unless otherwise specifically provided for elsewhere in 
this constitution, if the proposed amendment or revision is approved by vote of at least sixty percent of the 
electors voting on the measure, it shall be effective as an amendment to or revision of the constitution of 
the state on the first Tuesday after the first Monday in January following the election, or on such other date 
as may be specified in the amendment or revision.” 
 
Assuming the initiative is on the ballot in 2024, the effective date would be January 7, 2025. 
 
 
C. Formal Communications to and from the Sponsor, Proponents, and Opponents 

 
The Sponsor, Floridians Protecting Freedom, Inc., designated four representatives to speak on its behalf at 
meetings held by the Financial Impact Estimating Conference (FIEC):  Kara Gross, Sara Latshaw, Pamela 
Burch Fort, and Michelle Morton. 
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D. Input Received from the Sponsor, Proponents, Opponents, and Interested Parties 
 
The FIEC allows any proponent, opponent, or interested party to present or provide the conference with 
materials to consider. The FIEC received input from a designated representative from the Sponsor, both in 
writing and orally at the first workshop. Follow-up information was submitted by the Sponsor after each of 
the first two meetings for the FIEC’s review and consideration. 
 
In addition, a representative from an opponent, Susan B. Anthony Pro-Life America, presented to the FIEC 
and submitted written comments. Follow-up information was also submitted. In addition, materials were 
received from a proponent of the amendment, the Institute for Women’s Policy Research, and one 
opponent of the amendment, The Heritage Foundation.  
  
The FIEC requested and received input and/or materials for staff analysis from the following state agencies: 
the Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA), the Department of Children and Families, the 
Department of Corrections, and the Department of Management Services. A representative from AHCA’s 
Division of Health Care Policy & Oversight also submitted materials and presented to the FIEC on two 
occasions.  
 
Representatives for both the Florida League of Cities and the Florida Association of Counties were 
contacted, but no response was received from either organization. 
 
Documentation of all written comments and materials received by the FIEC can be found in the EDR 
Notebook on the website at:  http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/constitutional-
amendments/2024Ballot/LimitGovernmentInterferencewithAbortionNotebook.pdf 
 
In addition, the public meetings were recorded and archived by The Florida Channel. These recordings may 
be viewed at:  https://thefloridachannel.org. 
 
 
E. Background (Summary of Current Law) 
 
In 2022, the Legislature passed HB 5 (ch. 2022-69, L.O.F.) prohibiting a physician from performing an 
abortion if the physician determines the gestational age of the fetus is more than 15 weeks.1 The bill 
became law and maintains medical exceptions2 to the prohibitions that were in effect under prior law while 
creating a new exception for fatal fetal abnormalities.3,4 Shortly before the law was to take effect on July 1, 
2022, various abortion providers filed a legal challenge to the 15-week prohibition. The case is currently 
pending before the Florida Supreme Court in Planned Parenthood of Southwest and Central Florida v. State 
of Florida.5 The law is not enjoined and remains in effect throughout the duration of the pending litigation. 
 
In 2023, the Legislature passed SB 300 (ch. 2023-21, L.O.F.) prohibiting abortions if the gestational age of 
the fetus is more than 6 weeks. The bill retains the medical and fatal fetal abnormality exceptions and adds 
exceptions for rape, incest, or human trafficking if the gestational age of the fetus is less than 15 weeks and 
                                                            
1 15 weeks is calculated based upon the first day of the woman’s last menstrual period. 
2 The medical exception applies if two physicians, or one physician in the case of an emergency, certify in writing that, in 

reasonable medical judgment, the termination of the pregnancy is necessary to save the pregnant woman’s life or avert a serious 
risk of substantial and irreversible physical impairment of a major bodily function of the pregnant woman other than a 
psychological condition. 

3 A “fatal fetal abnormality” is a terminal condition that, in reasonable medical judgment, regardless of the provision of life-saving 
medical treatment, is incompatible with life outside the womb and will result in death upon birth or imminently thereafter. 

4 Section 390.0111, F.S. 
5 The Florida Supreme Court heard oral arguments on September 8, 2023, but to date has not rendered an opinion in this matter. 

https://thefloridachannel.org/
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the pregnant woman provides specified documentation. However, the provisions of SB 300 only take effect 
if specified events occur that change Florida’s jurisprudence on the privacy clause in the state constitution, 
which include: 

 
• The Florida Supreme Court: 

o Recedes from its decision in In Re T.W.6 or its progeny; or  
o Determines that the Florida Constitution’s privacy provision does not include abortion; or 
o Rules in favor of the state in the current case challenging the 15-week abortion prohibition 

(Planned Parenthood of Southwest and Central Florida v. State of Florida). 
 

or 
 

• Florida voters adopt a state constitutional amendment clarifying that the right to privacy does not 
include abortion. 

 
To date, none of these events have occurred, and the provisions of HB 5 remain in effect. 

Below is a map showing the status of abortion bans in the United States as of October 24, 2023. This map 
was extracted from the KFF website on that date and can be found at https://www.kff.org/womens-health-
policy/dashboard/abortion-in-the-u-s-dashboard/#state7. 

As the map displays, Florida was one of seven states that had an abortion ban with a gestational limit 
between 15 and 22 week LMP (last menstrual period). 

  

                                                            
6 The Florida Supreme Court held in In re T.W. that the express right to privacy contained within Article I, s. 23 of the Florida 

Constitution “is clearly implicated in a woman’s decision whether or not to continue her pregnancy”. 
7 Formally known as the Kaiser Family Foundation.  

https://www.kff.org/womens-health-policy/dashboard/abortion-in-the-u-s-dashboard/#state
https://www.kff.org/womens-health-policy/dashboard/abortion-in-the-u-s-dashboard/#state
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F. Discussion of Impact of Proposed Amendment 
 
Potential Conflicts with Current Statutes 
 
The proposed constitutional amendment would supersede many provisions in Chapter 390, F.S., which are 
directly related to abortion procedures.  

 
Potential Impact of the Amendment 
 
At the time this analysis was prepared, the 15-week prohibition was in effect. Relative to the 15-week 
prohibition, the proposed constitutional amendment has the potential to affect the state’s costs, primarily 
through savings. Likewise, the state’s revenues may be affected. 
 
The major programs and revenues are described in the remainder of this document; however, to calculate 
the proposed constitutional amendment’s financial impacts, the appropriate baseline for measurement 
must first be determined. This baseline represents the status quo or pre-change condition. The difference 
estimated to result from the proposed change (positive or negative) is then determined by measuring the 
post-change condition against the baseline. An increased cost would be expected to increase or a savings 
would be expected to decrease the state’s budget in the future, while an increase in tax or fee collections 
would be expected to increase the state’s revenue and the opposite would be expected to decrease it in 
the future. In the case of the proposed amendment, at the time this analysis was prepared, the appropriate 
baseline for November 2024 was unclear.  
 
The graphic below illustrates both the uncertainty and complexity of the legal landscape that will be in 
place when the amendment is on the ballot in November 2024. 

 
 

This legal uncertainty makes a material difference to the potential financial impacts of the proposed 
amendment. For example, there is a significant difference in the number of abortions that occur up to and 
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including 6 weeks and 15 weeks. The table below shows the number of reported abortions in Florida by 
known week of gestation during different calendar years. The 2020 calendar year uses the most recent 
published data from CDC, while 2021 and 2022 use unpublished data from the Agency for Health Care 
Administration. The weeks of gestation starting July 1, 2022 use a revised state definition that is calculated 
from the first day of the pregnant woman’s last menstrual period. Prior to this, the calculation was based 
on the clinician’s estimate. 
 

 

 Percentages may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The number of abortions by weeks of gestation are skewed towards fewer weeks of gestation.  For this 
reason, budgetary or revenue effects that are limited or undetectable at 15 weeks of gestation may be 
much stronger at 6 weeks of gestation. 
 
State and Local Costs: 
 
A. Criminal Justice System 

Under current law, there are four felonies related to abortion that exist under Chapter 390, F.S. Section 
390.0111, F.S., includes a Level 1, 3rd degree felony for “any person who willfully performs, or actively 
participates in, a termination of pregnancy in violation of the requirements of” how pregnancies should 
be terminated, including when it is permitted to terminate a pregnancy after the gestational age of 15 
weeks, and when a partial-birth abortion or experimentation on a fetus is permitted. A Level 4, 2nd 
degree felony is also included for “any person who performs, or actively participates in, a termination 
of pregnancy in violation of this section or s. 390.01112, F.S., which results in the death of the woman.” 
Additionally, it includes a Level 1, 3rd degree felony for a person who violates the requirements that an 
infant “born alive during or immediately after an attempted abortion” be treated like “any other child 
born alive in the course of natural birth.” Section 390.01112, F.S., states that “no termination of 
pregnancy shall be performed on any human being if the physician determines that, in reasonable 
medical judgment, the fetus has achieved viability,” with exceptions. Section 390.01114, F.S., includes a 
Level 1, 3rd degree felony for “a physician who intentionally or recklessly performs or induces, or 
attempts to perform or induce, a termination of a pregnancy of a minor without obtaining the required 
consent” from a parent or legal guardian. 

Given the data available from the Florida Department of Corrections, there have been no commitments 
to prison for any of the felonies described above—either before or after the enactment of the 2022 
legislative change to 15 weeks (ch. 2022-69, L.O.F.). 8 It should be noted that the 15-week language just 
went into effect last year, and given the time it would take from arrest to adjudication, it is likely that 

                                                            
8  The data series from the Florida Department of Corrections begins in 1979. 

Weeks of Gestation Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
≤6 55,834              74.6 58,136              72.8 46,011             55.7
7–9 11,686              15.6 13,436              16.8 24,015             29.1
10–13 4,768                6.4 5,321                6.7 9,384               11.4
14–15 1,005                1.3 1,140                1.4 1,859               2.3
16–17 652                   0.9 734                   0.9 527                  0.6
18–20 704                   0.9 764                   1.0 572                  0.7
≥21 219                   0.3 286                   0.4 213                  0.3

Total abortions reported by 
known gestational age 74,868              79,817              82,581             

2022
(definitional change)20212020
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few, if any, current or future offenders would have moved through the criminal justice system at this 
point. 

Conclusion:  As previously noted, the baseline for the analysis is uncertain. As illustrated in the graphic 
in Section F of this document, there are scenarios where either a 6-week prohibition or a 15-week 
prohibition could be in effect in November 2024. In either event, it is probable that there will be cost 
savings to the criminal justice system. The magnitude of those savings will differ depending on which 
prohibition (15-week or 6-week) is in effect. Alternatively, if the 15-week prohibition is not upheld, 
there would be no savings within the criminal justice system as the baseline policy would be essentially 
equivalent to the proposed amendment. Without knowing these answers, the impact is indeterminate. 

B. Education Services 

Florida resident births directly influence the state’s future preschool and school age populations. The 
initial effects of policies that impact birth rates may be seen in the school system beginning three to 
four years following the change. The first educational setting that could experience differences would 
be Florida’s Exceptional Student Education programs, including public schools and the Family 
Empowerment Scholarship Program for Students with Unique Abilities. In 2022-23, these two programs 
for three and four year olds with additional needs for learning support served roughly 15 percent of this 
age group. The next program preschoolers can participate in is Florida’s universal Voluntary 
Prekindergarten Program (VPK), which serves 65.7 percent of four year olds. 

The full-effect of policies that influence birth rates and their interactions with Florida’s schools would 
begin five to six years following the policy change, once students reach the age of compulsory 
education. Florida’s school choice landscape would result in the effects of the policies being felt across 
public, private, and home education settings beginning in Kindergarten. Once students are eligible for 
Kindergarten, impacts are cumulative – stretching across 13 grades from Kindergarten to 12th grade. 
After 18 years of policy change, all 15 years of education across three settings (public, private, and 
home), two key scholarship programs (Family Empowerment Scholarship and Florida Tax Credit 
Scholarship programs) and five major funding programs (Florida Education Finance Program, VPK within 
the General Appropriations Act, Florida Tax Credit Scholarship Program, Hope Scholarship Program, and 
Sales Tax Credit Scholarship Program) would ultimately feel the full effect of policies influencing birth 
rates. 

In FY 2023-24, the typical VPK cost is $2,839 per student. As of July 2023, the FY 2023-24 statewide 
funds per unweighted PreK-12 FTE was $8,668, with average scholarship amounts ranging from $7,800 
for a private school scholarship to $10,900 for a unique abilities scholarship. Further, costs across the 
public school setting and scholarship programs depend on the grade, level of needs, and residence of 
each student. 
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Conclusion: As previously noted, the baseline for the analysis is uncertain. As illustrated in the graphic 
in Section F of this document, there are scenarios where either a 6-week prohibition or a 15-week 
prohibition could be in effect in November 2024. In either event, it is probable that there will be cost 
savings to education services. The magnitude of those savings will differ depending on which 
prohibition (15-week or 6-week) is in effect. Alternatively, if the 15-week prohibition is not upheld, 
there would be no savings within education services as the baseline policy would be essentially 
equivalent to the proposed amendment. Without knowing these answers, the impact is indeterminate. 

 

C. Health and Human Services 

Florida offers a wide range of social services to support residents with medical, food, and cash 
assistance that are partially dependent on Florida’s population and birth rate. While there are programs 
that are purely federally funded, many programs use a mix of state and federal funding. An example of 
the latter is the Medicaid program that provides medical assistance to individuals and families to cover 
or assist in the cost of services that are medically necessary. Another example is the Temporary Cash 
Assistance program that provides financial assistance to pregnant women in their third trimester and 
families with dependent children to assist in the payment of rent, utilities and other household 
expenses. As many of these programs serve children as well as new or expecting mothers, any changes 
in Florida resident births affect the number of people potentially eligible for these various social 
services for both the birthed and the birthing.  

For children in Florida needing medical assistance, the state offers Medicaid and Kidcare (Title XXI 
Children’s Health Program—CHIP). Children from birth until their first birthday are eligible for Medicaid 
if the household income is below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). After their first 
birthday, the household income threshold drops to 133 percent of the FPL. Those children remain 
Medicaid eligible up until their nineteenth birthday (there are special programs for 19 and 20 years old 
based on a fixed income dollar amount). If household income is above 133 percent but below 300 
percent of the FPL, children are eligible for Medikids Title XXI. If household income is above 300 
percent, children are eligible for Medikids Full Pay. Eligibility for both Medikids programs covers 
children until their fifth birthday. From ages 5 to 18 years old, under the same FPL thresholds, children 
are eligible for Florida Healthy Kids Title XXI or Full Pay. Children in income eligible households with 
special healthcare needs that require extensive preventive and ongoing care are eligible for the 
Children’s Medical Services health plan (CMS). 
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With coverage beginning as early as birth, the effects of any changes to the birth rate can be cumulative 
and varying. Medicaid covers almost one-half of the births (45.47 percent CY 2021) in the state. They 
maintain that coverage until their first birthday is reached and their eligibility is reassessed. Many 
remain on Medicaid, move to a CHIP program, or are able to find health insurance elsewhere. As of 
August 2023, 47.4 percent (2,490,633) of the 5.3 million Medicaid enrollees were under the age of 18 
with ages from 0 to five years making up approximately 33 percent of the total under 18. CHIP covers a 
further 138,293 children under the age of 18 with Medikids covering 12,281, Healthy Kids covering 
118,281 and CMS covering 7,731. It should also be noted that the federal Public Health Emergency 
(PHE) significantly affected enrollment leading into this period. The tables below show current 
enrollment as of August 2023 and December 2019, the month before the PHE retroactively went into 
effect (the PHE began in March 2020 but continuous enrollment was retroactive to January 1, 2020). 

 

 

While children under the age of 18 make up almost one-half of the Medicaid enrollees, they account for 
approximately a quarter of the total Medicaid expenditure. In SFY 2021-22, children were 49.06 percent 
of enrollees and 24.5 percent of expenditures. The 2023 Rate Year (October 2022 – September 2023) 
statewide average MMA capitation rate for a child between the age of one month and eleven months 
without a serious mental illness (SMI) was $274.25 per month ($3,291.00 per year). For a similar child 
between a year and 13 years old, that rate was $134.86 per month ($1,618.32 per year). There are 
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circumstances where the expenditure on a child is higher than these statewide averages. Children on 
the CMS plan typically have higher per person per month expenditures, but they account for a small 
portion of the total children on Medicaid. 

As mentioned above, Medicaid covers a significant number of the births in Florida (see table below). 
There is also pre- and postnatal public assistance for the mothers. Medical assistance for pregnant 
women is available through various Medicaid programs. A pregnant woman who is eligible for regular 
Medicaid (income below 185 percent FPL) for at least one month, including a retroactive month, is 
eligible to receive Medicaid throughout her pregnancy and until the end of the 12th month after the 
birth (postpartum period). The family planning waiver program covers family planning services to 
eligible women, ages 14 through 55. Services are provided up to 24 months. Eligibility is limited to 
women with family incomes at or below 191 percent of the FPL who have lost or are losing Florida 
Medicaid State Plan eligibility and are not otherwise eligible for Medicaid, Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, or health insurance coverage that provides family planning services. 

Recipients losing SOBRA (pregnancy Medicaid) eligibility will have passive enrollment during the first 12 
months of losing Medicaid. Non-SOBRA women have to actively apply for the first year of benefits at 
their local county health departments. All women enrolled in the family planning waiver have active re-
determination of eligibility through their local county health departments after 12 months of family 
planning waiver eligibility. In order to receive the second year of benefits, recipients must reapply at 
their local county health departments. 

As of August 2023, there were 333,510 individuals receiving Medicaid or the Family Planning waiver to 
assist with the pregnancies. Of the total, 150,546 receive Pregnant Women Medicaid and 182,964 
utilize the Family Planning Waiver. 

 

 

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families – Temporary Cash Assistance (TCA) program provides 
cash assistance to families with children under the age of 18 or under age 19 if full time secondary (high 
school) school students. The program helps families become self-supporting while allowing children to 
remain in their own homes. Pregnant women may also receive TCA, either in the third trimester of 
pregnancy if unable to work, or in the 9th month of pregnancy. Eligibility for the TCA program is similar 
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to Medicaid eligibility with a few other technical requirements. Gross income must be less than 185 
percent of the FPL and countable income cannot be higher than the payment standard for the family 
size. Individuals get a $90 deduction from their gross earned income. Some people must participate in 
work activities unless they meet an exemption. Regional Workforce Boards provide work activities and 
services needed to get or keep a job. Individuals who receive TCA are eligible for Medicaid. Individuals 
who are eligible for TCA, but choose not to receive it, may still be eligible for Medicaid. Florida law 
creates four categories of families who may be eligible for TCA. While many of the basic eligibility 
requirements apply to all of these categories, there are some distinctions between the categories in 
terms of requirements and restrictions: 

• Child-Only Families:  These families include situations where the child is living with a 
relative or situations where a custodial parent is not eligible to be included in the eligibility 
group. 

• Relative Caregiver Program: A specialized program for child-only families where the child 
has been adjudicated dependent due to abuse or neglect and has been placed with a 
grandparent or other relative by the court. These relatives are eligible for a payment that is 
higher than the typical child-only payment, but less than the payment for licensed foster 
care 

• Single-Family Parents with Children:  Parents with children can receive cash assistance for 
the parent and the children. 

• Two-Parent Families with Children:  Are eligible on the same basis as single-parent families 
except the work requirement for two-parent families includes a higher number of hours of 
participation per week (35 hours or 55 hours if childcare is subsidized) than required for 
single-parent families (30 hours). 

In FY 2022-23, these four programs assisted 67,224 individuals (in FY 2019-20 that number was 61,260). 
Both the Child-Only Families and Relative Caregiver programs have experienced steady declines in 
terms of cases and persons served. The other two programs have seen increases over the last few fiscal 
years that are mostly driven by increased activity among non-citizens seeking assistance.  

 
 

Looking at the age groups served by the TCA programs, ages six and over represent the majority of 
those receiving assistance (approximately 70 percent). Children from birth to 5 years old make up a 
smaller proportion of TCA recipients, but are usually also receiving other forms of public assistance as 
well. While these individuals are treated separately from Medicaid, they are included in the total 
caseload counts reported each month. 
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Finally, the foster care system in Florida serves children from birth until their 18th birthday. There are 
specialty programs to extend foster care services to those older than eighteen, but the majority of 
those receiving these services are seventeen or younger. In 2022, 24,245 children (aged 0-17) received 
foster care services. These services are federally funded through Title IV of the Social Security Act with 
matching state funds (similar to Medicaid and CHIP). Title IV-E provides federal funding to help provide 
foster care, independent living services, adoption assistance, and guardianship assistance. Like all states 
that receive Title IV-E funds for foster care, independent living services, adoption assistance, and 
guardianship assistance, Florida must follow a Title IV-E State Plan. 

Conclusion: As previously noted, the baseline for the analysis is uncertain. As illustrated in the graphic 
in Section F of this document, there are scenarios where either a 6-week prohibition or a 15-week 
prohibition could be in effect in November 2024. In either event, it is probable that there will be cost 
savings to health and human services. The magnitude of those savings will differ depending on which 
prohibition (15-week or 6-week) is in effect. Alternatively, if the 15-week prohibition is not upheld, 
there would be no savings within health and human services as the baseline policy would be essentially 
equivalent to the proposed amendment. Without knowing these answers, the impact is indeterminate. 

 
 

D. Federal and State Funds for Abortion 
First passed in 1976, the Hyde Amendment refers to annual funding restrictions that Congress has 
regularly included in the annual appropriations acts for the Departments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, Education, and related agencies.  
 
The most recently enacted version of the Hyde Amendment (P.L. 117-103. Div. H, §§ 506–507), 
applicable for federal fiscal year 2022, prohibits covered funds to be expended for any abortion or to 
provide health benefits coverage that includes abortion. This restriction, however, does not apply to 
abortions of pregnancies that are the result of rape or incest (“rape or incest exception”), or where a 
woman would be in danger of death if an abortion were not performed (“life-saving exception”).  
 
As a statutory provision included in annual appropriations acts, Congress can modify, and has modified, 
the Hyde Amendment’s scope over the years, both as to the parameters of exceptions and the sources 
of funding subject to this restriction.  
 
The Hyde Amendment would continue to restrict the use of federal Medicaid funds even with the 
adoption of the proposed Florida constitutional amendment.  While some states have elected to 
provide coverage for abortions that are not medically necessary, these states do so through the use of 
state funds, not federal funds that are restricted by the Hyde Amendment. 

In Florida, the issue of whether there is a state coverage obligation under the current privacy clause of 
the Florida Constitution was previously litigated - see, Renee B. v. Florida Agency for Health Care 
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Administration, 790 So. 2d 1036 (Fla. 2001). The Florida Supreme Court held that the Legislature’s 
choice not to fund abortions with state funds did not violate the right to privacy in the Florida 
Constitution, specifically noting: “[t]here is a big difference between a government making a decision 
not to fund the exercise of a constitutional right and doing something affirmatively to prohibit, restrict, 
or interfere with it” (quoting, Renee B., No. 97–3983 (Fla.2d Cir.Ct. Oct. 9, 1998)).  

Conclusion:  Under current law, the state does not have an obligation to pay for abortions. The 
proposed constitutional amendment does not expressly create a new obligation for the state to pay for 
abortions. The Florida Legislature has made no changes to its policies regarding state abortion funding 
under either the 15-week or 6-week prohibitions. Future legislative changes, if any, in response to the 
passage of the proposed amendment are unknown. 

 
 
State and Local Revenues: 
Revenue Impact from Out-of-State Abortions Occurring in Florida 

In the post-Roe landscape, where many states have enacted stricter regulations on abortion, many people 
seeking an abortion are traveling across state lines to get the medical care they want. In 2020, 
approximately 9 percent of all abortions in the United States were obtained by individuals traveling across 
state lines.9 This percentage has increased dramatically. For example, in Illinois, where abortion laws are 
not restrictive, one abortion clinic reported a 700 percent increase in out-of-state abortions in the 11 
months after Roe vs Wade was overturned.10 Illinois has seen a 28 percent increase in abortions from April 
2022 to August 2022 for the entire state.11 This documented increase in abortion travel has been witnessed 
in several states, including Colorado, Kansas, and New Mexico.  

Geographically, the most restrictive region in the United States is the Southeast. A 2022 study of the 
estimated travel time to the nearest abortion clinic found Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and 
Arkansas to have the longest travel times to the nearest abortion clinic that did post-6 week abortions.12 
For example, the study estimated that the nearest abortion clinic to a Louisiana resident was a 9.61 hour 
drive.13 With its 15-week threshold, Florida could be a destination for abortion travel since it is located 
within the Southeast region. To the extent that atypical travel to Florida has occurred or will occur, it 
generates additional sales tax collections. 

In 2022, Florida reported 82,581 abortions.14 Of those 82,581 abortions, 6,726 were related to out-of-state 
individuals.15 When compared to 2021, total abortions increased by 3 percent, but out-of-state abortions 
increased by 38 percent. While this signals that more individuals are traveling to Florida for abortions, the 
total level of out-of-state abortions remains low. In comparison, Florida’s total visitors in 2022 reached 
approximately 137.6 million.16  

                                                            
9 https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2022/07/even-roe-was-overturned-nearly-one-10-people-obtaining-abortion-traveled-

across 
10 https://www.plannedparenthood.org/reproductive-health-services-planned-parenthood-st-louis-region/press-releases/post-

dobbs-planned-parenthood-sees-700-increase-in-abortion-patients-traveling-to-illinois-from-outside-the-bi-state-region-for-care 
11 https://ci3.uchicago.edu/il-abortion-stats/ 
12 Rader, Benjamin, “Estimated Travel Time and Spatial Access to Abortion Facilities in the US Before and After the Dobbs v Jackson 

Women’s Health Decision” Published: November 1, 2022. Journal of American Medical Association.  
13 Ibid.  
14 https://ahca.myflorida.com/health-care-policy-and-oversight/bureau-of-central-services/frequently-requested- data 
15 Ibid. 
16 https://www.visitflorida.org/resources/research/research-faq/ 

https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2022/07/even-roe-was-overturned-nearly-one-10-people-obtaining-abortion-traveled-across
https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2022/07/even-roe-was-overturned-nearly-one-10-people-obtaining-abortion-traveled-across
https://ahca.myflorida.com/health-care-policy-and-oversight/bureau-of-central-services/frequently-requested-%20data
https://www.visitflorida.org/resources/research/research-faq/
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For 2023, only nine months of data are currently available. To project the 2023 annual number, the growth 
rate between 2023Q1-Q3 and 2022Q1-Q3 was used to grow the 2022Q4 level, producing an estimate for 
2023Q4. This estimate was then added to the data for the current year. The results indicate a small increase 
in total abortions (2 percent growth) and a significant increase in out-of-state abortions (24 percent 
growth). Charts and graphs of Florida’s abortion data can be found below.  

 

 

 

 

The data from Florida is inconclusive. While the state has seen an increase in out-of-state abortions since 
Roe vs Wade was overturned, Florida also saw a significant increase in out-of-state abortions prior to that 
decision. It is not clear that the current increase is related to Florida’s position (legally and geographically) 
relative to the other states in the Southeast. 

Conclusion:  As previously noted, the baseline for the analysis is uncertain. While atypical travel to the state 
would be expected to result in higher sales tax collections, this result would not be a direct effect of the 
proposed amendment.  
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