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National Drunk and Drugged Driving Prevention Month — December 2002

December has been designated by Presidential procla-
mation as National Drunk and Drugged Driving Preven-
tion Month (3D Month). 3D Month is supported by pub-
lic- and private-sector organizations committed to prevent-
ing crashes caused by impaired driving. A total of 17,448
alcohol-related traffic fatalities occurred in 2001 (1); 86%
(14,933) of these fatalities involved drivers, pedestrians,
or bicyclists with blood alcohol concentrations >0.08
o/dL, the level that most states use to define intoxication.
A 3D Month program planner, which contains sample

public-service announcements, media tool kits, and pro-
gram guidance for conducting the first-ever, 3-week "You
Drink & Drive, You Lose" national mobilization, is avail-
able from the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration at http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov.

Reference

1. National Highway Treffic Sefety Administration. Treffic safety facts
2001: acohol. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Transporta-
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Involvement by Young Drivers in Fatal Alcohol-Related Motor-Vehicle
Crashes — United States, 1982-2001

Mo tor-vehicle crashes are the leading cause of death in the
United States for persons aged 16—24 years, and a substantial
proportion of these crashes are alcohol-related. Alcohol-
impaired driving is highest among persons aged 21—24 years
(1), and the percentage of fatal crashes that are alcohol-
related is highest for this age group (2). However, alcohol-
related crashes are a serious problem even for the youngest
drivers. Not only are drivers aged <21 years more likely than
older drivers to be involved in fatal crashes, but their added
risk for fatal crash involvement increases more sharply at all
levels of alcohol use (3). To characterize the rate of alcohol-
related fatal crashes among young drivers, CDC analyzed
unpublished data from the Fatality Analysis Reporting Sys-
tem (FARS), a national database of information on fata
crashes. The findings indicate that the largest decrease in
alcohol-related fatal crashes during 1982—2001 was among
drivers aged <21 years, who have been the target of severa inter-
ventions to reduce alcohol-impaired driving. Public health and
traffic safety professionals should ensure that communities

implement comprehensive and effective strategies to reduce
alcohol-impaired driving.

FARS contains data on a census of fatal traffic crashes within
the United States. To be included in FARS, a crash must
occur on apublic road and result in a death within 30 days of
the crash. Trend data for alcohol-related fatal crash rates for
1982—2001 are presented for four age groups: 16—17 years,
18—20 years, 21—24 years, and >25 years. Dataon older driv-
ers are presented for comparison. Drivers are considered
alcohol-involved if their blood acohol concentration (BAC)
was >0.01 g/dL. When BACs are unavailable, they are
imputed from driver and crash characteristics by using a
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two-stage estimation procedure (4)*. Crash rates are calcu-
lated by dividing the number of alcohol-involved crashes for
each age group by the census estimate for the number of U.S.
residents in that age group (per 100,000 population) (6).

During 1982—2001, fata crash involvement by drinking
drivers decreased 46% (95% confidence interval [Cl]=-48%—
-45%) (Figure). The most dramatic decreases were among
drivers aged <21 years. Fatal alcohol-related crash rates
decreased 60% (95% Cl=-65%- -56%) for drivers aged
16-17 years, 55% (95% CIl=-58%- -52%) for drivers aged
18-20 years, 41% (95% Cl=-44%- -38%) for drivers aged
21-24 years, and 39% (95% Cl=-41%- -38%) for drivers
aged >25 years. These decreases had been achieved by 1997
(48% overall decrease, 95% Cl=-49%- -47%), when the trend
began to level off. Since 1999, rates have increased slightly
for al age groups except those aged 16—17 years (16—17
years:-3%, 95% Cl=-16%-11%; 18-20 years. 6%, 95%
Cl=-2%-14%; 21-24 years. 10%, 95% Cl1=3%-16%; >25
years. 4%, 95% Cl=1%—7%). Despite the overall decreases,
alcohol-related crashes resulted in 17,448 fatalities during
2001.

The risks for involvement in alcohol-related fatal crashes
remain high for young drivers, particularly when driving
exposure is considered. For example, in 1996, rates of involve-
ment in alcohol-related fatal crashes were similar for drivers
aged 16—17 years and those aged >25 years (5.8 versus 6.0 per
100,000 population); in comparison, their risk was approxi-
mately three times greater per mile driven (1.6 per
100,000,000 vehicle miles traveled [VMT] versus 0.6 VMT)
(6,7).

FIGURE. Rate* of drinking drivers in fatal alcohol-related
crashes, by age group — Fatality Analysis Reporting System,
United States, 1982-20011
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Because of the unavailability of census data, crash rates for 2001 were
calculated by using 2000 population estimates,

* This model produces estimates that are not comparable to those produced by
the imputation procedure used by FARS before 2002 (5).
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Reported by: RW Elder, MEd, RA Shults, PhD, Div of Unintentional
Injury Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control,
CDC.

Editorial Note: During 1982-2001, rates of acohol-related
fatd crashes decreased substantially across dl age groups, with
thelargest decrease among drivers aged <21 years These drivers
were recognized increasingly as a high-risk group during the
1970s, when many dtates lowered their legd drinking age and
alcohol-related crashes increased. Subsequently, targeted
interventions were implemented to reduce rates of acohol-
impaired driving. The 1984 Uniform Drinking Age Act
required states to adopt a minimum legd drinking age of 21
years by 1988. Other interventions targeted directly at young
drivers include "zero tolerance” BAC standards for drivers
under the legd drinking age and graduated driver licensing
programs, which require new drivers to progress through
sages, dlowing them increased driving priviledges asthey gain
experience. Other factors that have probably reduced overdl
levds of drinking and driving include new laws and policies,
stronger law enforcement, community-based education and
advocacy programs, and shifts in socia norms about acohol
consumption and the acceptability of alcohol-impaired
driving (8).

The findings in this report are subject to at least two limita
tions. First, BAC data are imputed for approximately 60% of
FARS casss in any given year (4), decreasing the precision of
the acohol-related crash rates usad in this analysis. Second,
although acohal is an important risk factor for traffic crashes,
it is not necessarily the primary cause of every crash in which
it is measured or imputed. Despite these limitations, the
acohol-related crashes reported in FARS are among the best
available indices for measuring progress in reducing alcohol-
impaired driving.

To further decrease dcohol-related fad crashes among both
young drivers and the generd population, communities need
to implement interventions that are known to be effective
CDC, in cooperation with the Task Force on Community
Preventive Services, has completed a series of systematic
reviews of severd interventions for reducing acohol-impaired
driving. The Task Force has recommended that Sates main-
tain and enforce minimum lega drinking age laws and "zero
tolerance" laws for young drivers. It dso recommended the
implementation of sobriety checkpoints, 0.08% BAC laws,
and training programs for servers of acohoalic beverages (9,10).
Public health and traffic safety professonds should collabo-
rate to ensure that every community has a comprehensive and
effective strategy to resume the downward trend in alcohol-
impaired driving.
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State-Specific Trends in U.S. Live
Births to Women Born Outside the
50 States and the District of
Columbia — United States,
1990 and 2000

Persons born outside the 50 states and the District of
Columbia (DC)* comprised an estimated 11.1% (31.1 mil-
lion) of the U.S. population in 2000 (1), and approximately
one fifth of dl U.S. births in 2000 were to women in this
population. Racial/ethnic disparitiesin U.S. health outcomes
are of public health concern (2), and the increasing cultural
and linguigtic divergty of the U.S. population poses chd-
lenges to the ddivery of materna and child hedlth sarvices.
This report presents date-gpecific comparisons of live births
in 1990 and 2000 to women born outside the 50 states and

"This terminology is used instead of "foreign-born" because persons who were
born in U.S. territories and in Puerto Rico are U.S. citizens and thus by
definition are not "foreign-born."
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DC and compares maternal characteristics and live-birth
outcomes for these women with those of state-born mothers
(i.e., women born insde the 50 gates and DC). The findings
indicate that women born outside the 50 states and DC had
better birth outcomes than their state-born racial/ethnic coun-
terparts. However, alarger percentage of these women began
prenatal care later and had other problems accessng health
care, which might reflect economic, cultural, and language
barriers. The U.S. public health sysem and maternal health-
care providers should understand and address the health needs
of an increasingly diverse population.

Data for 1990 and 2000 were obtained from CDC's
National Center for Health Statidtics natality files, which are
based on birth certificates for dl births occurring in the 50
gates and DC. These certificates record the mother's place of
birth. Previous andyses indicated that maternal characteris-
tics and birth outcomes differed for women born in the 50
gates and DC compared with those born esawhere (3,4).
Because maternal characterigtics and birth outcomes for state-
born Puerto Ricans differed from those born €sewhere,
results for these two groups are reported separately. Records
with missing information on the mother's place of birth (0.2%
of dl U.S. live births in 1990 and 0.3% in 2000) were
excluded from the analysis. Data were andyzed by race/
ethnicity. Reported birth outcomes andyzed were preterm (i.e.,
<37 weeks gestation) and low birthweight (i.e., <2,500 g).
Late prenatal care was defined as care received in the third
trimester of pregnancy. Gestational age was computed from
the date of the mother's last menstrual period; when the date
was missing or inconsistent with birthweight, the clinica
edimate of gestation was used (5). Unless otherwise noted, dl
differences reported in this report are satisticaly sgnificant a
p<0.0001.

In 1990, a total of 15.6% of dl live hirths in the United
States were to women born outside the 50 states and DC; in
2000, such hirths represented 21.4% of dl U.S. births. In
both 1990 and 2000, births to Hispanics comprised the
mgjority of U.S. births to women born outside the 50 states
and DC (57.2% in 1990 and 58.6% in 2000); Mexicans
accounted far 65.5% of Hispanic births in 1990 and 72.2%
in 2000. From 1990 to 2000, among women born outside
the 50 gates and DC, the percentages of live births to Mexi-
cans increased from 5.7% to 9.0% of dl U.S. live births, and
births to Central and South Americans increased from 1.9%
to 2.5%. Birthsto Puerto Ricans declined from 0.6% to 0.5%
of dl U.S. hirths, and births to Cubans and other Hispanics
born outside the 50 states and DC remained the same. Births
to non-Hispanics increased from 6.7% to 8.8% overdl; births
to whites increased from 2.7% to 3.2%, births to blacks
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increased from 1.1% to 1.6%, and births to AsangPecific
Idanders (APlS) increased from 2.8% to 4.1%.

In 1990, 9x dates (Cdifornia, Horida, llinois, New Jersey,
New York, and Texas) accounted for 75.7% of live births to
women who were born outside the 50 gtates and DC. These
dates accounted for 65.8% of Higpanic birthsin 2000 (Table 1).
During 1990—2000, the percentage of births to women born
outside the 50 states and DC increased >10% in Sx States
(Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Nevada, North Caroling, and
Oregon); hirths to Higpanics accounted for the magjority of
these increases.

In 2000, hirths to women born outside the 50 states and
DC represented a substantial proportion of dl birthsin some
population groups. At the State level, approximately 66% of
births to APIs in 49 gates, >50% of births to Higpanics in 42
states, and >33% of birthsto non-Hispanic blacksin Sx states
were to women born outside the 50 states and DC. Among
non-Hispanics born outside the 50 states and DC, the largest
absolute incresses in births occurred among whites in New
Hampshire (3.4%) and Vermont (2.4%), blacks in DC (2.5%)
and FHorida (2.5%), and APIsin New Yok City (4.9%), New
Jrsey (4.5%), and Hawaii (4.2%) (Teble 1).

Because lower leves of education are associated with poor
birth outcomes, CDC compared maternal education levels
of women who gave birth in 2000. The andyssindicates that
women born outside the 50 states and DC were more than
twice aslikely as their state-born racial/ethnic counterparts to
have less than a high school education (38.9% versus 17.0%)
and were less likely to have completed 12 years of education
(26.2% versus 33.4%) (Tables 2 and 3). Approximately 59%
of Hispanic women born outside the 50 states and DC had
less than a high school education compared with 33.4% of
state-born Hispanic women. State-born APl women did not
differ sgnificantly from APl women born outside the 50 Sates
and DC in having less than a high school education (11.7%
versus 11.3%). However, Chinese women born outside the
50 states and DC were four times as likely as their state-born
counterparts to have less than ahigh school education (12.5%
versus 2.9%). State-born women overdl, state-born AP
women, and state-born Hispanic women were more likely
than those born outside the 50 states and DC to have com-
pleted >1 year of college. Puerto Rican, white, black, Filiping,
and other APl women™ born outside the 50 states and DC
were more likely than their state-born counterparts to have
completed college.

State-born women were more likely than those born
outside the 50 states and DC to be teenagers when they

T“Orther APl women” include Asians/Pacific Islanders other than Chinese,
Japanese, and Filipinas (e.g., Asian Indians, Koreans, and Vietnamese).
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TABLE 1. Number and percentages of births to women who were born outside the 50 states and the District of Columbia, by area of
birth occurrence and race/ethnicity — United States*, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000

% all state births % all state births

% all White, Black, Asian/ % all White, Black, Asian/

No. u.s. non- non- Pacific No. u.s. non- non- Pacific
Area births births Hispanic Hispanic Islander Hispanic Total' births  birthe Hispanic Hispanic Islander Hispanic  Total'
Alabama 1,525 02 1.3 0.2 0.6 0.2 2.4 3,262 04 15 0.4 0.7 2.5 5.2
Alaska 894 0.1 2.9 0.2 3.2 1.2 7.6 978 0.1 3.0 04 3.6 24 9.9
Arizona 11,484 1.8 2.4 0.2 1.2 12.9 16.7 24,185 2.8 24 0.3 1.8 238 28.4
Arkansas 841 0.1 1.1 0.1 0.6 05 23 2,792 0.3 1.2 0.2 1.1 4.9 7.4
Calitornia 250555 388 3.5 0.4 8.0 28.7 40.9 242,244 28.0 36 a5 10.0 31.3 45.6
Colorado 4,692 0.7 29 0.3 1.8 37 8.8 13,488 1.6 36 0.5 24 141 207
Connecticut 7,836 1.2 4.4 2.0 1.7 6.4 15.7 9177 1.1 56 3.0 3.7 8.7 214
Delaware 646 01 21 a8 1.2 1.7 58 1,530 0.2 2.1 1.8 3.1 6.9 13.9

District of

Columbia 1,881 0.3 2.1 4.6 1.4 73 159 1,889 0.2 44 7.1 2.1 10.9 24.7
Florida 38,088 55 3.2 3.8 1.1 10.9 19.2 56,608 6.5 3.6 57 2.1 16.1 278
Georgia 6,171 1.0 1.9 0.8 1.2 1.5 55 21,346 25 23 211 2.3 9.1 16.1
Hawaii 4,859 0.8 2.1 0.2 19.8 1.7 23.7 4,883 0.6 1.8 0.3 23.8 20 27.9
Idaho 1,093 0.2 1.9 0.0 0.7 4.0 6.7 2,110 0.2 2.5 01 1.0 6.8 10.4
Hinois 28,581 4.4 3.1 0.4 2.3 8.7 14.6 43,392 50 39 0.6 4.0 15.0 235
Indiana 2,152 03 1.1 0.1 05 0.6 25 6,063 0.7 16 0.3 1.1 3.9 6.9
lowa 1,084 0.2 1.0 a.0 1.1 0.5 28 2,877 a3 1.6 a3 2.0 3.5 7.5
Kansas 2,207 03 1.8 0.2 1.5 2.1 57 4887 06 19 0.3 24 7.6 123
Kentucky 1,198 02 13 01 0.5 02 22 2,298 03 14 0.2 09 1.5 41
Louisiana 2,669 0.4 14 a3 1.0 1.0 a7 2,89 0.3 1.1 04 1.3 1.4 43
Maine 653 0.1 2.5 0.0 0.7 03 3.8 683 0.1 3.0 03 11 05 5.0
Maryland 8,699 14 30 23 2.6 2.6 10.9 14,512 1.7 45 53 4.1 5.6 19.6
Massachusetts 16,658 26 4.9 2.8 3.5 6.6 18.0 19,303 2.2 7.0 36 54 76 237
Michigan 7,245 1.1 2.7 0.2 1.0 0.7 47 13,316 1.5 4.2 04 2.3 2.5 9.8
Minnesota 3,647 06 15 0.2 28 05 5.4 9,115 1.1 23 2.3 45 4.1 13.5
Mississippi 772 o1 0.8 01 0.7 0.2 1.8 1,184 0.1 .7 0.2 0.8 1.0 27
Missouri 2,198 0.3 1.3 02 0.9 05 28 4,537 05 1.8 04 1.6 2.1 6.0
Montana 366 0.1 2.0 0.0 0.6 04 3.2 368 0.0 21 0.1 0.6 04 3.4
Mebraska 807 0.1 1.3 a1 0.9 1.0 33 2,793 a3 1.6 0.6 2.0 7.0 113
Nevada 3433 05 28 03 2.8 10.0 16.0 9415 1.1 286 0.5 47 225 307
New Hampshire 954 01 04 0.0 0.1 01 5.4 1,189 01 3.8 05 2.0 1.7 8.1
MNew Jersey 26,791 4.2 6.1 2.9 3.1 9.6 218 35,222 4.1 5.9 35 7.6 134 305
New Mexico 3,260 0.5 17 01 1.0 9.3 12.0 4484 05 1.8 0.1 1.2 13.6 16.8
Mew York 16,896 26 3.6 1.3 1.5 3.8 10.4 22,395 2.6 3.9 2.1 2.8 7.0 16.3
Mew York City 63,654 a5 6.5 FED 7.0 214 47.3 65479 76 8.2 12.5 11.8 216 54.4
North Carolina 4,238 0.7 1.7 04 0.9 1.1 41 17,347 2.0 23 0.9 2.0 9.2 14.4
Morth Dakota 235 0.0 1.3 a1 0.7 0.3 25 328 0.0 23 a3 T 0.5 43
Chio 5,015 0.8 1.5 0.2 0.8 0.4 3.0 6,503 0.8 158 04 1.4 1.0 4.3
Oklahoma 2371 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 4,507 05 1.6 0.3 16 53 91
Cregon 4,066 0.6 2.6 01 2.4 4.4 a5 9,084 1.1 3.8 0.3 4.2 115 19.9
Pennsylvania 8,980 14 1.7 0.4 15 YT 52 12,597 1.5 25 1.0 2.4 26 8.7
Rhode Island 2,850 04 52 2.3 341 8.0 18.8 2,923 0.3 44 32 3.1 125 235
South Carolina 1,754 0.3 1.5 0.2 0.7 0.5 3.0 3,723 04 1.7 0.4 15 3.3 6.7
South Dakota 226 0.0 1.0 0.1 0.6 0.2 21 413 0.1 1.6 0.5 1.0 0.8 4.0
Tennessee 1,933 0.3 13 0.2 0.7 0.3 2.6 5611 0.7 1.8 06 15 32 71
Texas 63,951 8.9 1.8 0.5 1.8 16.0 203 104,630 12.1 2.2 0.8 3.0 23.0 289
Utah 2,307 0.4 24 0.0 2.0 20 6.4 6,292 .7 25 0.2 2.2 8.4 133
Vermont 249 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 3.0 403 0.1 45 0.1 T2 0.3 6.2
Virginia 9777 15 3.5 0.8 27 29 9.9 17,038 2.0 4.2 1.9 4.6 6.5 17.2
Washington 9,320 14 3.3 0.2 3.8 4.2 11.8 17,448 2.0 49 0.8 6.3 9.1 7.7
West Virginia 348 0.1 09 01 03 0.2 1.6 405 041 13 0.1 04 0.1 1.9
Wisconsin 3,243 0.5 1.3 0.1 21 1.0 4.5 5,745 a7 1.7 0.2 2.7 3.7 83
Wyoming 257 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.6 1.3 3.7 309 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.7 24 5.0

* Data shown for births that occurred in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and New York City.
Totals might be greater than the sum of all racial/ethnic categories displayed because data for some populations are not presented.

gave birth (12.8% versus 8.1%). The magnitude of the dif-
ference varied by race/ethnicity, with the largest intragroup
differences occurring among other APIs (19.7% versus 2.8%),
blacks (21.5% versus 5.8%), and Filipinas (13.2% versus
3.1%). State-born women were more likely to be unmarried
than those born outside the 50 states and DC (34.1% versus
29.7%). This finding was consistent across dl racial/ethnic
groups, with the largest intragroup differences occurring
among blacks (72% versus 41%), Filipinas (34.4% versus

16.1%), and whites (22.7% versus 10.7%). Except for Puerto
Ricans, Cubans, Filipinas, and other APls, women born
outside the 50 states and DC were more likely than their state-
born counterparts to begin prenata care late or to have no
prenatal care.

Overdl, state-born women were more likely to give birth
to a preterm infant (11.9% versus 10.5%) or an infant with
low birthweight (7.9% versus 6.4%) than were those born
outsde the 50 sates and DC. For preterm ddivery, this finding




TABLE 2. Percentage of births to women born inside the 50 states and the District of Columbia, by race/ethnicity and selected
maternal demographic characteristics, receipt of prenatal care, and birth outcome — United States*, 2000

TABLE 3. Percentage of births to women born outside the 50 states and the District of Columbia, by race/ethnicity and selected
maternal demographic characteristics, receipt of prenatal care, and birth outcome — United States*, 2000

Prenatal care Birth outcome

Ade (yrs) Education (yrs) First Late/ Low birth-
Race/Ethnicity <20 =35 <12 12 13-15 >16 Unmarried trimester none Praterm weight
Non-Hispanic 3.3 20.5 11.6 27.2 21.9 393 16.4 83.1 4.0 10.2 7.1
White 3.2 21.6 9.5 271 22,5 40.9 10.7 85.3 3.5 9.1 5.8
Black 58 21.3 15.8 36.9 241 23.2 41.0 75.7 6.9 14.0 9.8
Asian/Pacific
Islander 2.4 19.4 11.3 23.6 20.7 44.4 11.2 84.3 3.2 9.6 7.2
Chinese 0.6 28.1 12.5 19.7 13.8 54.0 T2 87.1 2.3 7.0 4.9
Japanese 0.5 29.0 1.2 19.1 33.0 46.7 4.8 90.5 2.1 6.7 6.7
Filipina 3.1 24.5 5.0 19.8 315 43.7 16.1 85.2 2.9 12.2 8.3
Other 28 15.1 13.0 26.0 19.5 41.5 11.5 829 3.6 9.9 7.6
Hispanic 11.5 1.0 58.5 25.4 9.6 6.5 39.3 72.4 7.2 10.7 5.8
Mexican 12.3 9.4 66.9 22.7 6.7 3.6 37.1 70.2 8.0 10.5 55
Puerto Rican  16.8 10.2 34.1 31.9 20.7 13.3 55,2 78.7 4.4 13.5 9.4
Cuban 3.5 23.5 11.5 40.3 21.6 26.6 27.4 91.5 1.3 10.8 6.5
Central/South
American 8.5 15.7 39.3 31.6 15.9 13.1 44.6 77.0 5.6 11.0 6.3
Other 8.7 14.5 35.9 32.8 16.2 15.0 40.7 74.5 6.1 10.5 6.0
Totalt 8.1 15.0 38.9 26.2 14.8 20.2 29.7 76.8 59 10.5 6.4

* Data shown for births that occurred in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

TTotals include American Indians/Alaska Natives.

was congstent for dl racia/ethnic populations except Filipines,
Cubans, and Central/South Americans born outside the 50
states and DC. Among Mexicans, who comprised the largest
group of Hispanics, the difference was 11.9% versus 10.5%.
For low birthweight, this finding was consistent for dl racial/
ethnic groups except for Cubans and Puerto Ricans born out-
Sde the 50 states and DC. The largest intragroup difference
occurred between state-born blacks and those born outside
the 50 states and DC, for both preterm births (17.8% versus
14.0%) and low birthweight (13.5% versus 9.8%). The
preterm difference among Mexicans was 6.8% versus 5.5%.

Reported by: B Sappenfield, MD, C Ferré, MA, S lyasu, MMBS, Div
of Reproductive Health, National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention
and Health Promotion; JA Martin, MPH, SJ Ventura, MA, National
Center for Health Statistics; DR Allen, PhD, EIS Officer, CDC.

Editorial Note: Approximately one in five live births in the
United States in 2000 were to women born outside the 50
states and DC. State-gpecific comparisons of the number and
distribution of such births from 1990 and 2000 reved a shift
to states in the West and the South; births to Hispanic women
accounted for most of this increase.




