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Background & Rationale

Tobacco-free policies -- key part of health-promoting universities.
* High smoking rates among young adults and college students
« Growing adoption of tobacco-free campus policies

North Carolina (NC) funded tobacco-free college policy promotion
initiative from January 2006 — June 2012 with $4.2 million in
Master Settlement Agreement funds (Fig. 1)."
* Worked on or with public and private colleges, universities, and
community colleges.

* Phase |, 18 programs on 47 campuses 2006-2007

* Phase ll, 14 programs on 42 campuses in 2008-2010

* Phase lll, four programs on 69 campuses in 2010-2012

NC leading nation in voluntary tobacco-free policy adoption®
* 49/110 (45%) colleges/universities adopted smoke- or
tobacco-free policies since 2006

What can be learned from NC’s initiative to accelerate a
national movement toward tobacco-free colleges?

Methods

* Reviewed and synthesized
* Online reporting system, routine evaluation reports
* Program coordinator lessons learned
« Evaluator lessons learned, published papers

Fig. 1: Phase Il Initiative Logic Model

National Strategies for Accelerating Policy Adoption from North Carolina’s Experience

1

Promote campus coalition models with an explicit focus

on policy change

Lee JG, Goldstein AO, Kramer KD, Steiner J, Mathew M, Ezzell MM, et al. Statewide diffusion of 100% tobacco-
free college and university policies. Tobacco Control. 2010 Aug;19(4):311-7.

* Policy change and implementation key

* Preferred over educational/informational activities on campus
* Bringing together stakeholders, coalitions works (Fig. 3)

» Technical assistance provider support helpful

2

Promote awareness of the impact of policies on health,
environment, and student development

Lee JG, Ranney LM, Goldstein AO. Cigarette butts near building entrances: what is the impact of smoke-
free college campus policies? Tobacco Control. Online First: 2011 Dec 1.

Fig. 2: Boxplots of average cigarettes butts per
day near building entrances, North Carolina

« Impact on health?
« Salient messaging around

* Indoor air quality
- o Litter (Fig. 2)
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* Includes targeting of priority populations on campus (students who are African American, American
Indian, athletes, first-year, Latino/Hispanic, sexual minority, women, and/or in fraternities and
sororities)

attraction, if implemented well.*

Reach out to and tailor information for student
development and higher education professionals

* NC coalitions -- presenting at professional associations of
housing, residence life, facilities, and health
» Language of student development over health messages
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Fig. 3: Voluntary adoption of SF or TF policies (n=49) at NC colleges and
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4 Standardize policy scoring and conduct

national surveillance, reporting

Lee JG, Goldstein AO, Klein EG, Ranney LM, Carver AM. Assessment of college and university
campus tobacco-free policies in North Carolina. J Amer College Health. 2012; Article in Press.

Fig. 4: Policy Scoring Tool
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Instructions:

Using all identified policies from campus web sites and handbooks, have two
people independently score campus each campus’s policy. Identify and reconcile
any differences in scoring. Then calculate each campus’s score.

TOBACCO-FREE ENVIRONMENT SCORE
Campus Name:

Score for residential campuses only:

Count number of Yes'’s: (a)

Score for all campuses:

Yes No Banned cigarette smoking in all indoor areas of any campus building
Yes No Banned tobacco use in all indoor areas of any campus building

Yes No Banned cigarette smoking in campus-owned vehicles

Yes No Banned tobacco use in campus-owned vehicles

Yes No Banned smoking within 30-100” of building entrances

Yes No Banned smoking within 50-100” of building entrances

Yes No Banned cigarette smoking on all campus outdoor grounds

Yes No Banned tobacco use on all campus outdoor grounds

Yes No Banned sponsorship of campus activities by tobacco or tobacco-promoting companies
Yes No Banned sales of tobacco products on campus

Yes No Banned advertising, promotions, and/or marketing on campus property
Count number of Yes’s: _ (b)

Add all Yes’s (a + b) and divide by 13 for residential schools or 11 for non-residential schools.

CAMPUS TOBACCO POLICY STRENGTH RATING TOOL

Banned cigarette smoking in all residences or other campus owned housing
Banned tobacco use in all residences or other campus owned housing

(a) + (b)) / = CAMPUS SCORE

 Need active
surveillance of
policy adoption

« Standardization
of strength of
policies
measures

* Reporting to
Improve
diffusion

« Comparisons
between
schools, states
needed to drive
adoption




