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Overview of PresentationOverview of Presentation

Program Definitiong
◦ Prescriptiveness versus Flexibility
EUDL Discretionary Grant (DG)EUDL Discretionary Grant (DG) 
Program 
◦ Early EUDL DG ProgramEarly EUDL DG Program
◦ EUDL Community Trial
Were Sites Successful in Meeting GrantWere Sites Successful in Meeting Grant 
Requirements?
Disc ssionDiscussion



Program DefinitionProgram Definition

Advantages of Flexibilityg y

Advantages of PrescriptivenessAdvantages of Prescriptiveness



Potential Advantages of Flexible
fi i iProgram Definition

◦ The federal government is too far removed 
from the people and too rigid to best design 
programs
◦ Decisions made at the lowest feasible level of 

government will result in the most efficient 
allocation of resources
G l l b i◦ Greater local buy in

Adapted from Corbett, 1995



Potential Advantages of Prescriptive 
Program DefinitionProgram Definition
Prescriptiveness
◦ Categorical programs target scarce resources moreCategorical programs target scarce resources more 

effectively
◦ Local and state officials can more easily blame higher 

levels of government for program problems and failureslevels of government for program problems and failures
◦ Expertise in program areas is better developed and more 

easily shared if the ultimate responsibility is located in the 
federal government

◦ The federal government is too far removed from the people 
and too rigid to best design or manage programsg g g p g

◦ Decisions made at the lowest feasible level of government 
will result in the most efficient allocation of resources
C i i h h d id b d◦ Consistent with the movement towards evidence based 
practice and accountability

Adapted from Corbett, 1995



EUDL Funding to States and Local EUDL Funding to States and Local 
CommunitiesCommunities

Appropriation:
$25 Million Per

Fiscal Year

Block Grants:
$18.36 M Total
$360,000 / State

Discretionary 
Grants (DG):

Special Focus for 
Discretionary Grants:

1998 50 States & DC 10 States
$400,000 / State

1999 50 States & DC 7 States
$400,000 / State

2000 50 States & DC 11 States
$400,000 / State

2001 50 States & DC 8 States2001 50 States & DC $400,000 / State

2002 50 States & DC 5 States
$400,000 / State

5 States Randomized Community2003 50 States & DC 5 States
$960,000 / State

Randomized Community 
Trial

2004 50 States & DC 4 States
$1,050,000 / State

Rural Community Trial

3 S R l C it T i l2005 50 States & DC 3 States
$1,050,000 / State

Rural Community Trial

2006 50 States & DC 4 States
$1,000,000 / State

Air Force Initiative



Program Definition in EUDLProgram Definition in EUDL

State Block Grants
Activities that could be funded (OJJDP 1998 
Guidelines):

“Statewide task forces of State and local 
law enforcement an prosecutorial agencies 
to target establishments”g
“Public advertising programs”
“Innovative programs to prevent and 
combat underage drinking”

Summarized from 1998 EUDL Block Grant GuidelinesSummarized  from 1998 EUDL Block Grant Guidelines



Program Definition in EUDL (cont.)g ( )
Early Discretionary Grant Program (FY 1998–2002)

Establish/enhance comprehensive community p y
programs…with a special emphasis on increasing law 
enforcement activity with regard to sale of alcohol to 
minorsminors
Encourage youth leadership
Develop and implement strategies that coordinate State-p p g
level planning and program activity
Ensure that there is a local EUDL program coordinator in 

h l l it *each local site*
Develop a strategic plan to direct EUDL program activity*
Increase enforcement commitment and involvement*Increase enforcement commitment and involvement

Summarized  from 1998-2002 EUDL Discretionary Grant Solicitations
*Added in 2000 or later



Round 1, 2, & 4 DG Recipients, , p

Round 1 Round 2 Round 4 Round 1&4 Round 2&4



Evaluation of the Early EUDL 
Di ti G t PDiscretionary Grant Program

Summary of Findings
EUDL appears to have galvanized 
substantial activity and new relationshipssubstantial activity and new relationships
◦ Lead Agency Involvement in the Underage 

Drinking (UAD) IssueDrinking (UAD) Issue
Coordination, Enforcement
State Juvenile Justice, Law Enforcement, Substance 
Abuse Agencies, Local Lead Agencies



Summary of Evaluation 
Fi di ( t )Findings (cont.)

Impact on Enforcement Practices
◦ EUDL increased or maintained priority of UAD 

enforcement in a time of increased competing 
d ddemands
◦ Round-specific evidence of increases in 

li h kcompliance checks

Y h B h i N C i E idYouth Behavior:  No Consistent Evidence 
of Impact



Why might a Program Evaluation 
not show an impact on behavior?p

Delayed, Incomplete, or Failed Program 
ImplementationImplementation 
Flawed Program Theory 
Short Intervention Period
S l T dSecular Trends 
Competing Programs
Non-comparable Intervention and ComparisonNon comparable Intervention and Comparison 
Groups
Measurement Error 
Use of Wrong MeasuresUse of Wrong Measures 
Inadequate Statistical Power 

Adapted from Lipsey and Cordray, 2000



Percentage of Agencies ReportingPercentage of Agencies Reporting
Strong Local Support for Underage Drinking EffortsStrong Local Support for Underage Drinking EffortsStrong Local Support for Underage Drinking EffortsStrong Local Support for Underage Drinking Efforts

100%
Intervention

80%

Intervention

Comparison

32.1%

45.7% 43.5% 42.9%
35.9% 37.0%

41.7%

31 6%40%

60%

20.0% 19.0%

32.9%
26.3%

27.7%

27.3% 26.1%

31.6%

31.0%
22.2%

27.7%20%

40%

Round 2

2000 2001 2002

Round 4

2002 2003 2004

Round 1

1999 2000 2001

20.0%

0%

PRELIMINARY

Round 2

p-value =  0.914

Round 4

p-value =  0.313

Round 1

p-value =  0.244
Round 1 Sample:  N = 64-81 Local Law Enforcement Agencies (LEAs) in 9 States receiving EUDL Discretionary Grants

Round 2 Sample:  N = 18-22 Local LEAs in 7 States receiving EUDL Discretionary Grants
Round 4 Sample:  N = 36-48 Local LEAs in 8 States receiving EUDL Discretionary Grants



Randomized Community Trial

• Rationale
o Natural Progression for Program
o Focus on Best and Most Promising o ocus o est a d ost o s g

Practices 
o Randomized Community Trial Designo Randomized Community Trial Design



Version 2:Version 2:
EUDL RandomizedEUDL Randomized 

Community Trialy





Community Trial Design

5 States5 States5 States5 States

14 Communities
RandomlyRandomly 
Assigned

7 I t ti ii7 Intervention 7 Comparison7 Comparison



Community Trial: Interventiony

• Resources
o State Manager
o Local Funding (~$125,000 per site)

o Local Coalition Coordinator
o Program Funds for a Coalitiong

o TA and Training (Pacific Institute for 
Research and Evaluation))

o Feedback Data from the Evaluation 
(Wake Forest University School of ( y
Medicine)



EUDL CT Grant Req irementsEUDL CT Grant Requirements

C d l li h k i1. Conduct at least two compliance checks in at 
least 90% of off-premise outlets each year, for 
2 years2 years

2. Conduct at least one DWI enforcement
operationoperation

3. Conduct at least one “social availability” 
f t ienforcement operation

4. Adopt/improve one local policy



Methods for Assessing Sites’ Success 
i i G iin Meeting Grant Requirements

Compliance check tracking worksheet
Web-based Activity Tracking monthly log:
◦ Policy-related activities
◦ Social availability operationsy p
◦ DWI enforcement operations
Site visitsSite visits
◦ Cross-check activities



Web-based Activity Tracking Log



Compliance Check Tracking Sheetp g



Site visit transcriptsp



How successful were the sites in 
meeting the requirements?????meeting the requirements?????



Compliance Check Reporting         p p g
by state, year and round of operation

Reported to OJJDP

Year 1 Compliance 
Checks

Year 2 Compliance 
Checks

State 1st 90% 2nd 90% 1st 90% 2nd 90%

State 1 6/6 (100%) 4/6 ( 67%) 6/6 (100%) 5/6 ( 83%)6/6  (100%) 4/6  ( 67%) 6/6  (100%) 5/6  ( 83%)

State 2 7/7  (100%) 7/7  (100%) 7/7  (100%) 7/7  (100%)

State 3 6/7 ( 86%) 4/7 ( 57%) 6/7 ( 86%) 6/7 ( 86%)State 3 6/7  ( 86%) 4/7  ( 57%) 6/7  ( 86%) 6/7  ( 86%)

State 4 7/7  (100%) 4/7  ( 57%) 7/7  (100%) 3/7  ( 43%)

S 5State 5 7/7  (100%) 7/7  (100%) 7/7  (100%) 7/7  (100%)



Compliance
Site #1 Yes
Site #2 Yes
Site #3
Site #4 Yesta

te
 1

Compliance 
Checks

Site #4 Yes
Site #5
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St
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24 of 34 
sites (71%) Site #2 Yes
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DWI
State City Met? Emphasis Patrol Sobriety Checkpoint

Site #1 Yes
Site #2 Yes
Site #3 Yeste

 1

DWI Site #4 Yes
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Si #3 Y
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at
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Site #7
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at
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Social 
State City Met? Parking Lots Shoulder Taps Party Patrols
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Number & Types of Policies PassedNumber & Types of Policies Passed
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Public Policies Passed
(Intervention and Comparison Communities)( p )
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P li

State City Met? Public Policy Institutional Policy
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Types of public policiesTypes of public policies 
passed/amended
Social host: 8 policies
Minor Possession/Intoxication: 5 policies 
P id 3 li iProvider: 3 policies
Rezoning: 2 policies 
Hours of sale: 2 policiesHours of sale: 2 policies 
Prohibited at Event: 2 policies 
Other local: 1 policyOther local: 1 policy 
Keg restrictions: 1 policy
Conditional Use Permit: 1 policyp y
Entry 21: 1 policy



Types of institutional policiesTypes of institutional policies 
adopted
Scanners: 7 policies
Law enforcement policy: 6 policiesLaw enforcement policy: 6 policies
School policy: 5 policies
R t il lti 5 li iRetailer penalties: 5 policies 
DWI: 3 policies
Provider: 1 policy



State City Met all? CC DWI SA Policy
Site #1
Site #2
Site #3e 
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Number of Sites Meeting Grant 
Requirements

Compliance 
Checks

DWI 
Enforcement

Social 
Availability

Policy 
Change

Conducted Conducted 
Adopted/ 
amended 

Met 90% 
goal in Y1 

& Y2 %

one or 
more 

operations %

one or 
more 

operations %

one or 
more 

policies %

CA 4/6 67% 5/6 83% 6/6 100% 4/6 67%CA 4/6 67% 5/6 83% 6/6 100% 4/6 67%

CT 7/7 100% 5/7 71% 5/7 71% 5/7 71%

FL 4/7 57% 7/7 100% 7/7 100% 7/7
100

%FL 4/7 57% 7/7 100% 7/7 100% 7/7 %

MO 2/7 29% 6/7 86% 7/7 100% 7/7
100

%

NY 7/7 100% 7/7 100% 6/7 86% 6/7 86%NY 7/7 100% 7/7 100% 6/7 86% 6/7 86%

Total 24 / 34 71% 30 / 34 88% 31 / 34 91% 29 / 34 85%



Summary

16 f 34 it t ll t• 16 of 34 sites met all grant 
requirements (47%)

• 18 of 34 sites did not (53%)• 18 of 34 sites did not (53%)
– 14 sites fell short on one pillar
– 4 sites fell short on two pillarsp

• When sites fell short, it was on:
– Compliance Checks (10 sites)

l– Policy (5 sites)
– DWI Enforcement (4 sites)
– Social Availability Enforcement (3)Social Availability Enforcement (3)



What the sites had to say…What the sites had to say…yy
I thought it was good 

because it created some
For me, I think it was 
extremely helpfulbecause it created some 

structure.
extremely helpful, 
because it gave us 
goals and guidelines 
and something that 

I f ti th t I lik t k
g

we knew we had to 
get to … to reach that 
goal.

I prefer operating that way. I like to know 
what I need to do and when I need to do it.

I think it was important, because 
when you get a group of people, a 

small group or a large group
I don’t know that we 

ld h dsmall group or a large group, 
everybody wants to go different 

ways, but when you tell them, when 
anybody looks and sees what our 

would have done as 
many [compliance 
checks] if we didn’t 
have a goal sayinggoals were and what we had to do, 

then we could stay focused.

have a goal saying 
you have to do this.



What the sites had to say…What the sites had to say…yy
We also wanted the education 
piece – but education wasn’t a

I would have focused a 
little less on the businesses piece but education wasn t a 

big piece of the CT grant. and a little more on the 
community. We needed to 
deal a little less with the 
commercial and little morecommercial and little more 
with the social.The hard sell was going into a 

coalition and saying, “We’re going 
to prepare a needs assessment 
[and] a strategic plan, and we’re 
going to, as a community, decide 
what’s best for our community.” More time would have 

b d P l
And then there was a “Oh yeah, by 

the way, someone from above is 
telling you, you have to pass this 
di ” It t b th T

been good. People 
have to know you’re 

going to be around for 
a while before theyordinance.”  It was met by the Town 

as “You can’t tell us what laws we 
are going to pass!”

a while before they 
take you seriously.



Some Open Questions
• Did atio al a t e o ide• Did national partners provide 
sufficient support & guidance?

• Did States provide sufficient• Did States provide sufficient 
support & guidance?

• Did sites have the capacity to• Did sites have the capacity to 
implement?

• What was the impact of theseWhat was the impact of these 
shortfalls?



Questions for You
• What do you thi k about the• What do you think about the   
EUDL‐CT requirements? Were    
they too ambitious/onerous?they too ambitious/onerous?

• What has your experience been with 
prescriptive and flexible programprescriptive and flexible program 
requirements?

• What are the advantages and g
disadvantages of each?

• Is there an optimal mix of p
prescriptiveness and local flexibility?



WebsiteWebsite
http://www.phsapps.wfubmc.edu/eudl2/indep p pp
x.cfm





Expert Survey MethodsExpert Survey Methods

Literature review identified experts in UAD 
research
Practitioner experts were identified using snowball p g
sampling techniques
Web based survey Web b sed su vey
N = 40
Response rate = 75%Response rate = 75%



A l iA l iAnalysisAnalysis
Empirical Evidence

Larger Quantity Smaller Quantity

en
es

s

Best 
50% f t i d

Promising 
50% f t i d

H
ig

h

ffe
ct

iv
e • ≥50% of experts perceived 

practice to be highly effective 
and to have high quantity of 
empirical evidence  

• ≥50% of experts perceived 
practice to be highly effective but 
did not perceive high quantity of 
empirical evidence  

ghiv
ed

 E
f

Ineffective 
• ≥50% of experts perceived 

Questionable 
• ≥50% of experts perceived

N
ot

 H
ig

Pe
rc

e p p
practice to not be highly 
effective and to have high 
quantity of empirical evidence 

p p
practice to not be highly effective 
but did not perceive high quantity 
of empirical evidence  

 



Findings:Findings: Promising PracticesPromising Practices
(Continued I)(Continued I)(Continued I)(Continued I)

Local Policy 
 

♦ Prohibit Entry of Persons Under 21 into Bars/Nightclubs and Other "Adult" ♦ o b t t y o e so s U de to a s/N g tc ubs a d Ot e du t
Locations 

 
♦ Require or Encourage the Use of Driver's License Scanners 

 
♦ Restrict the Availability of Alcohol at Community Festivals and Other 

Community Events 
 

♦ Restrict Alcohol Industry Sponsorship of Public Events 
 

♦ Require Conditional Use Permitsq
 

♦ Ban Concurrent Sales of Alcohol and Gasoline 
 

i l h l k i♦ Restrict Alcohol Marketing
 



Findings:Findings: Best PracticesBest Practices

Compliance Checks 
♦ Conduct Regular Enforcement Actions Involving the Use of Underage Decoys g g g y

Who Attempt to Purchase Alcohol  
 

DWI Enforcement 
♦ Enhance Enforcement of Drinking and Driving Laws
♦ Conduct  Sobriety Checkpoints 

 
Local PolicyLocal Policy 

♦ Restrict Zoning (Outlet Locations and Density) 
 

State PolicyState Policy 
♦ Increase Excise Tax 
♦ Restrict Zoning (Outlet Locations and Density) 
♦ Enact .08 Blood Alcohol Content Laws for the General Populationp

 
 


