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Increased enforcement of minimum drinking

age laws

Implementation, increased publicity, and
enforcement of other laws to reduce alcohol-
Impaired driving

Restrictions on alcohol retall outlet density

ncreased price and excise taxes on alcoholic
peverages

Responsible beverage service policies In
soclial and commercial settings




The formation of a campus and
community coalition may be critical to
Implement these strategies effectively










RELATIVE PRODUCTION OF PROBLEMS BY
FREQUENT BINGE VS. NON-BINGE DRINKERS
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Ohio State University Police Get |IED-
Resistant Military Vehicle for Use on
Football Game Days

SEPTEMBER 30, 2013 | 1:52 PM ® 3 comments P Email
BY MOLLY BLOOM oF Tweet 20 FRecommend - 582

Ohio State University's police department
received a donated “Mine Resistant
Ambush Protected Vehicle” this month
complete with gun turret, armored siding
and bulletproof glass.

University police say the vehicle is meant to

be used for “large-scale emergency JOMMALLARD / FLICKR

situations.™ but will primar”y be used to This is a Mine Resistant Ambush Protected Vehicle,
o ) but not Chio State University's Mine Resistant Ambush

carry university police around campus and Protected Vehicle.

to provide a police “presence” on football

game days, the Ohio State University Lantern reports.

Chio State police tell the Lantern they'll remove the gun turret from the vehicle before
deploying the vehicle on campus.
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Drunk last time at any setting (%)
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Results of multilevel analysis

! n # |III$ %% II&I n %%
! n LLLED'S + ll&l n & %
! LD ll|l$ mi l||l. %

0 #123 0 #123
o (0 R T TR
"4 e "4 %
; 7 e A # "$4 #' %

y o
g v

n % Illl- +

0 #12 3
# %% el
% |l& n (4 &II
# "4 &+

*Beta coefficients and odds ratios (ORS) are pasliizcause Phase 1 served as the referent period.
Tp<.10,*p<.05, *p<.01




Results of multi level analyses
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Estimated Marginal Means of Think back over the last two weeks. How many
times, if any, have you had five or more alcoholic drinks at a sitting?
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Estimated Marginal Means of Any binge drinking in the past 2 weeks
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SPARC

Study to Prevent Alcohol Related

Conseqguences:

Using a Community Organizing Approach to
Implement Environmental Strategies in and
around the College Campus

Mark Wolfson, et al
Wake Forrest University
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1. Reduce Alcohol Availability
2. Address Price/Marketing

3. Improve Social Norms

4. Minimize Harm

Expectations of each Intervention School:

Include 3 of the 4 areas In strategic plan

Most strategies should be comprehensive — i.e.,
iInclude Policy, Awareness, and Enforcement

elements




Availability

Restrict provision of alcohol to underage or intoxicated students 5
Increase/improve coordination between campus & community police 5
Restrict alcohol purchases, possession 4
Restrict alcohol use at campus events 3
Increase responsible beverage service policies & practices 2
Conduct compliance checks 2
Educate landlords about their responsibilities and liabilities 2
Price/Marketing
Limit amount, type & placement of pro-drinking messages seen on campus 2
Social Norms
Establish consistent disciplinary actions associated with policy violations 5
Create campaign to correct misperceptions about alcohol use 4
Enhance awareness of personal liability 4
Provide notifications to new students, parents of alcohol policies, penalties 4
Provide alternative late night programs 2
Provide alcohol-free activities 2
Provide parental notification of student alcohol violations 1
Create policy to provide brief motivational module for all freshmen 1
Harm Minimization
Enact party monitoring program 3
Create and utilize safe ride program 2
Increase harm reduction presence at large-scale campus events 1




Severe Consequences due to Own Drinking
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Alcohol-related Injuries Caused to Others Requiring Medical Treatment
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