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¢ƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ¸ƻǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ CŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ς Division of Substance Abuse 

Prevention (GOYCF-DSAP) contracted with Pima Prevention Partnership (PPP) to provide 

technical assistance and evaluation ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Strategic Prevention Framework State Incentive Grant (SPF SIG).  This document serves as the 

Final Report for the project, providing key findings on overall effectiveness and impact across 

state, community, and tribal levels by assessing progress in process and outcome indicators and 

identifying change over time.  
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Chuck Palm, MPH 
Director, Pubic Policy and Training 
cpalm@thepartnership.us 
 
Pima Prevention Partnership 
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As a result of the five-year 

SPF SIG initiative, the State 

of Arizona achieved 

demonstrable improvement 

its state and community-

level substance use 

prevention infrastructure, 

and notable reduction in 

reported underage drinking 

and its consequences. 

 

Ex ecutive Summary

¢ƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ¸ƻǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ CŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ όDh/¸Cύ, Division for Substance 
Abuse Policy (DSAP) works to develop and enrich the delivery of substance abuse education, 
prevention, and treatment services throughout Arizona.  
 
From 2004-2010, this Division implemented an $11 million Strategic Prevention Framework 
State Incentive Grant (SPF SIG) grant from the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 
Administration (SAMHSA) Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP) to build sustainable 
systems at the state and community level to prevent and reduce underage drinking and 
substance abuse.  The two sǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ {tC {LD ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻΥ  

1. Improve state and community-level substance abuse prevention infrastructure; and  
2. Lower prevalence rates in problematic drinking and youth illicit drug use. 

The SPF SIG challenged public agencies and communities throughout the state to conduct a 
very rigorous, 5-step methodical data-driven planning and implementation process that 
would yield a host of evidence-based environmental and individual strategies likely to reduce 
underage alcohol consumption and reduce juvenile 
drug use in their communities.   
 
The SPF SIG initiative was the impetus for the 2004 
establishment of a Governor-appointed Advisory 
Council, the Arizona Substance Abuse Partnership, and a 
state-level Substance Abuse Epidemiology Work Group, 
whose efforts guided project implementation.  At the 
community level, the project convened, trained, and 
supported 23 community coalitions across the state, 
including 9 tribal coalitions.  Cohort 1, which included 
11 coalitions, completed all five SPF steps, and cohorts 
2-4 completed the first three steps.  All 23 coalitions 
participated in readiness assessment, training, technical 
assistance, and community-level data collection. Data 
were also collected from two comparison communities 
in Maricopa County.   
 
Rigorous evaluation ƻŦ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ accompanied each step of the state and community-
level effort, and included: 1) comparing ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ 
infrastructure features before, during, and after SPF SIG implementation; 2) assessing state and 
community implementation of the five SPF steps individually and over time; 3) monitoring 
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changes in community and statewide epidemiological indicators; and 4) measuring the efficacy 
of technical assistance provided to communities.  
 
The following provides an overview of key project findings, and a discussion of future 
implications from project implementation. 
 

A.  Overall Arizona SPF SIG Project Key Findings  

 
Through the implementation of the SPF SIG project, the State of Arizona can report achieving 
notable reductions in reported youth substance use and its consequences through critical 
enhancement and expansion of its statewide substance use prevention infrastructure and 
through coalition capacity building for prevention among 23 communities across the state.  
These results have had immediate and demonstrable impact on Arizona and its communities, as 
well as wide-ranging implications for future success in statewide substance abuse prevention.  
 
The following describes key findings of the Arizona SPF SIG effort. 
 
 

Reduced Youth Underage Drinking and Illicit Drug Use  

Arizona can report significant outcomes from indicators measuring reduced youth underage 
drinking and illicit drug use over the years of SPF SIG implementation, including: 
 
V A decline or no increase in youth self-reported past 30-day alcohol use in 89% of SPF SIG 

communities, with the additional two Maricopa County/Phoenix communities also 

reporting decline; 

V An 8% overall decrease in alcohol-related Emergency Department (ED) discharges for 

youth under age 21 in SPF SIG communities statewide; and  

V A decline in youth self-reported illicit drug use among 78% of SPF SIG communities. 

 

Improved Substance Abuse Prevention Infrastructure  

Arizona can report a number of key outcomes from indicators measuring improvement in 

substance abuse prevention infrastructure over the years of SPF SIG implementation, including: 

V Strong and increasing community readiness demonstrated by 73% of SPF SIG  

communities with an average increase of two points in the final year of the project, 

indicating community norm changes and positive steps in substance abuse prevention;  
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V Significant improvement in multiple domains of coalition functioning by 36% of SPF SIG 

coalitions, indicating increased community-level capacity to conduct substance abuse 

prevention activities; 

 

V Twice as many organizations across Arizona now focus on underage drinking prevention, 

including nearly four times as many community coalitions, ten of which are tribal 

coalitions; 

 

V Less dependence by the statewide substance abuse prevention organizational network 

on state agencies to share resources and information, indicating increased local capacity 

and autonomy in conducting prevention efforts; and   

 

V Increased leadership within the statewide coalition structure, with several coalitions 

from different Arizona regions assuming leadership activities statewide. 

 

Successful State and Community Implementation of the Five SPF SIG Steps  

Arizona can report notable achievements through its implementation of the SPF SIG project at 

the state-level, including: 

V Institutionalization by the State of Arizona of the Strategic Prevention Framework as the 

primary required structure for prevention planning, including its use in the application 

for Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment block grant funding;  

 

V Establishment by the State of Arizona of substance abuse prevention oversight and 

epidemiology within State government, resulting in a self-sustaining State 

Epidemiological Outcomes Work Group; and  

 

V Ensured sustainability of state-level SPF SIG efforts through the creation of the Arizona 

Substance Abuse Partnership and its statewide Underage Drinking Prevention 

Committee and Community Advisory Board. 

 

YŜȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ implementation of the SPF SIG 

project at the community-level include: 

V 23 coalitions funded for prevention activities, representing a mix of urban, rural and 9 

tribal communities in all 15 counties of the State; 
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V Social host ordinances developed in nine communities, significantly reducing the 

availability of alcohol to youth at home parties and gatherings (please see Appendix 6 for 

an example of a passed ordinance); and 

 

V The Draw the Line/Hasta Aqui! social marketing campaign implemented in all SPF SIG 

communities, resulting in increased knowledge and tools for parents and adults in order 

ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǳƴŘŜǊŀƎŜ ŘǊƛƴƪƛƴƎΦ 

 

B.  Implications for the Future  

ArizonaΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ {ǘŀǘŜ LƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜ 

Grant (SPF SIG) project sets the table for a wide range of future opportunities in substance 

abuse prevention.  Sustainable outcomes such as institutionalization of state-level prevention 

goals, improved community readiness and coalition functioning in substance abuse prevention, 

and statewide implementation of evidence-based environmental strategies ensure continued 

efforts throughout the State long after the SPF.  Some future implications may include: 

Data-driven decision-making as a prerequisite to state and community planning efforts. The 

Arizona DeparǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ IŜŀƭǘƘ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƛƴǘƻ 

its requirement for Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment (SAPT) block grant prevention 

funding provides a data-driven model for future community planning and implementation 

efforts.  It creates a critical foundation for other agencies involved in prevention, and also 

ensures that prevention remains a core component of the substance abuse reduction planning 

conducted by State agencies and legislators, and county and community leaders. 

More diverse funding opportunities for prevention efforts.  Arizona, like most other states, 

faces very large budget shortfalls, which puts prevention funding at risk. The successful 

implementation of the Arizona SPF SIG provides a significantly broader and more diverse 

funding path for future prevention by creating communities with the capacity to seek and 

secure funding that reduces the dependence on State funding.  Additionally, the State of 

Arizona and its state-level and community-level partners are in a much stronger position to 

leverage resources for prevention from multiple sources.  

Expanded and enhanced policies around substance abuse prevention.  Successful 

implementation by key communities of environmental strategies such as the social host 

ordinance establishes the foundation for additional communities throughout the State to 

follow suit.  It also creates the statewide momentum needed to enhance and expand on 

underage drinking policy efforts with focus on issues such as access to prescription drugs. 
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Increased implementation of evidence-based substance abuse prevention programs, policies 

and practices (EBPs) at the state and community levels.  The data-driven decision-making 

and training in selection and use of evidence-based models provided by the SPF SIG project 

opens the door for greater usage of EBPs by state agencies and community coalitions and 

organizations focused on substance abuse prevention.  Arizona-based entities are now also 

prepared to successfully adapt EBPs for cultural competency, and to monitor this adaptation 

and implementation to ensure fidelity and evaluation of outcomes. 

New opportunities for collaboration with tribal nations.  !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ {tC {LD ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ involved 

nine tribal nations working with state agencies and other community coalitions in areas 

including uniform standards for data collection and reporting; assessment of needs, and 

strategic planning for substance abuse prevention.  This heightened level of collaboration 

provides many opportunities for additional collaboration with tribal nations to continue, 

enhance and expand substance abuse prevention efforts.  It also presents the opportunity to 

implement evidence-based models in tribal communities, where customs, culture and 

traditions will require careful and ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ 

indigenous people.   

A greater shift of prevention responsibilities from state agencies to communities.  Increased 

community readiness and coalition capacity resulting from SPF SIG training and technical 

assistance efforts has allowed for a shift in both sphere of influence and responsibility for 

prevention from state agencies to community coalitions.  State agencies now have the 

opportunity to decentralize efforts that allow community coalition partners to take on greater 

responsibility for prevention work.  Successful social networking by communities will ensure 

continued growth in intra-community collaboration (regional) and the sharing of vital resources 

and information.   
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Background  on the Ar izona SPF SIG Project  

The Strategic Prevention Framework State Incentive Grants (SPF SIG) were five-year 

infrastructure grants awarded to states by {!aI{!Ωǎ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ {ǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ !ōǳǎŜ tǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ 

enabling the development of sustainable systems at the state and community levels to prevent 

and reduce underage drinking and substance abuse.  The State of Arizona SPF SIG grant award 

totaled $11 million for a five-year period from October 1, 2004 through September 30, 2009, 

and was coordinated through the GovernorΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ¸ƻǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ CŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΣ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

Substance Abuse Prevention (GOCYF-DSAP). An additional one year of funding was allocated to 

coalitions through June 30, 2010, as part of a no-cost extension to the State of Arizona. 

SAMHSA required that every SPF SIG grantee complete five steps of the SPF at both the state 

and community levels: 1) needs assessment; 2) capacity building; 3) strategic planning; 4) 

implementation; and 5) evaluation.  In implementing the SPF, states and communities were 

expected to use a public health approach for population-level assessment, and community-level 

change, focusing on lifespan and population interventions that target both youth and adults 

with a comprehensive array of programs, policies, and practices.  At the core of the SPF was the 

emphasis on systematic, data-driven strategic planning processes.  

In the winter of 2005, Arizona completed the State Epidemiological Profile (Epi Profile), a state-

wide needs assessment, the results of which informed the development of a state strategic 

plan.  Two goals were identified in the Epi Profile to: 1) reduce underage drinking; and 2) 

improve state- and community-level substance abuse prevention infrastructure by focusing on 

problematic drinking and illicit drug use for youth and young adults.  

In 2006, the Arizona SPF SIG funded four cohorts of coalitions to conduct the work of the grant 

(see Appendix 1 for a full list). These cohorts included coalitions that represent urban, rural, and 

tribal communities and over 2.5 million people.  Cohort 1 involved a total of 11 coalitions.   It 

should be noted that only Cohort I activities and outcomes were comprehensively evaluated, 

since Cohorts 2, 3 and 4 only completed the first three steps of the SPF process and did not, 

therefore, have implementation outcomes ready for evaluation. To provide an even deeper 

level of analysis, Arizona also evaluated two communities in Maricopa CountyΣ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

largest county, separately against comparison communities.  This offered additional data 

comparisons specifically for the Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE communities.   

The tables on the following page provide a list of Cohort 1 SPF Coalitions and a snapshot 

timeline of !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ SPF SIG project implementation:  
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Table 1: Cohort 1 SPF SIG Coalitions 

Abbreviation Coalition  Community   

CB Copper Basin/ DAAPCA/Arizona Youth 

Partnership (AZYP)/ Globe 

Pinal County 

CASA Coconino County Alliance Against Drugs 

(CCAAD)/Citizens Against Substance Abuse 

(CASA) 

Coconino County 

COPE TERROS ς Maryvale Maricopa County zip codes: 

85031,  85033,  85035  

CPC Compass Health Care Pima County Pima County 

CSYD Arizona Youth Partnership (AZYP) /Kingman Mohave County 

GRIC Gila River Indian Community/ Gila River 

Health Care Corp     

Gila River Indian Community 

Reservation lands (which fall 

in Maricopa and Pinal 

Counties) 

MANO Chicanos Por La Causa/Creighton School 

District 

Maricopa County zip codes: 

85006, 85008,  85016, 

85018   

SEABHS Southeastern Arizona Behavioral Health 

System 

Cochise, Graham, Santa 

Cruz, Greenlee 

TP Tres Pueblos/ Pinal Hispanic Council     Pinal County 

WA  Williams Alliance/ Williams Unified School 

District  

Coconino County 

YCSAC Yavapai/Youth County Yavapai County 
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Table 2: Timeline of Arizona SPF SIG Implementation 

 

Table 3: Timeline of Arizona SPF SIG Implementation by Cohorts Funded 

 

State Community SPF SIG Process 

Years 1 & 2 Years 2 & 3 

Steps 1-3 
1. Needs Assessment 
2. Capacity Building 
3. Strategic Planning 

Years 3, 4, & 5 Years 3, 4, & 5 
Steps 4 & 5 

4. Implementation 
5. Evaluation 

Cohort Date Funded SPF SIG Steps Completed 

Tribal Capacity Project (TCP) 

Cohort I: 

 Navajo Nation 

 Phoenix Indian Center 

 San Carlos Apache Tribe 

August 2007 Steps 1-3 

1. Needs Assessment 

2. Capacity Building 

3. Strategic Planning 

Tribal Capacity Project (TCP) 

Cohort II: 

 Ak-Chin Indian Community 

 Fort McDowell Yavapai 
Nation 

  Hopi Tribe 

 Hualapai Tribe 

  Pascua Yaqui Tribe 

July 2008 Steps 1-3 

1. Needs Assessment 

2. Capacity Building 

    3. Strategic Planning 

Cohort II: 

 Apache Christian Training 
School 

 Arizona Youth Partnership-
Lake Havasu City 

 Parker Area Alliance for 
Community Empowerment 

 Partnership for Drug-Free 
America-Arizona Affiliate 

August 2009 Steps 1-3 

1. Needs Assessment 

2. Capacity Building 

    3. Strategic Planning 
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Project Evaluation Methodology  

¢ƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ¸ƻǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ CŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ς Division of Substance Abuse 

Prevention (GOYCF-DSAP) contracted with the non-profit, Arizona-based Pima Prevention 

Partnership (PPP) to provide technical assistance and evaluation ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ 

implementation of the Strategic Prevention Framework State Incentive Grant (SPF SIG).   

PPP incorporated multiple methods and data sources into the evaluation to ensure the validity 

of findings, including community and state archival data, project documentation, observations, 

surveys, and key informant interviews.  While both qualitative and quantitative analyses were 

employed to describe progress and identify changes over time, the majority of study utilized 

quantitative analysis. Specifically, data analysis was used to assess trends over time of selected 

outcome indicators. These outcome indicators measured the effect of the SPF SIG on long-term 

substance abuse ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ-wide.   

Annual evaluation employed a utilization approach that included annual recommendations, 

based on evaluation findings, for improvements to Arizona SPF SIG implementation.  Data was 

routinely collected using the following sources: 

Document Review  Documents included Arizona SPF SIG documents such as 

meeting minutes, quarterly reports, and other project-

related reports 

 

Surveys Community coalitions administered 634 Coalition 

Functioning Instruments and 441 Community Readiness 

surveys in their local communities as part of the evaluation 

of the project 

 

Social Network Analysis Structured interviews were conducted with 75 state and 

community organizations to assess change in the state-wide 

infrastructure of substance abuse prevention organizations 

within Arizona 

  

Outcome Data Arizona Youth Survey (AYS) and Emergency Department (ED) 

data were collected to assess state and community level 

changes related to the outcome variables 
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A.  Selected Community Indi cators  

Arizona SPF SIG project evaluation was conducted using a quasi-experimental design that 

compared alcohol and drug outcomes from the Arizona Youth Survey (AYS) and Emergency 

Department (ED) data.  The two community indicators used to measure the impact of the SPF 

initiative at the state level were:  

1. Self-reported use of alcohol and drugs from AYS data for 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008, 

and 2010; and  

2. Emergency Department alcohol- and drug-related discharges for the years 2004 

ς 2009.  

AYS data, collected in middle and high schools, primarily captured the behavior of individuals 

under the age of 19. The AYS metric was the average percent of 8th, 10th and 12th grade 

students who reported using alcohol or drugs within the 30 days prior to survey administration.  

The Emergency Department metric was the sum total of alcohol- and drug-related discharges 

for patients 20 years or younger in all SPF SIG communities in each year.   

The data for each indicator was combined to reflect collective trends for the 11 Cohort 1 

coalitions, which were then compared to the trends for comparison counties and communities 

collectively.  Since AYS data is only available annually, ED data was summed annually to 

produce a common metric for analysis  

Since the Maricopa County coalitions of Phoenix COPE and Phoenix MANO had individualized 

comparison communities, they were analyzed and reported separately (please see community 

selection and analysis section below for more information).   

The inherent limitation in using aggregate yearly data was that fewer data points were available 

for statistical analysis.  With only five AYS data points and six ED data points, traditional 

forecasting and trend models such as ARIMA were not possible.  Therefore,  the data was 

subjected to the non-parametric Mann-Kendall Trends (MK) test, which allowed testing a null 

hypothesis of no trend (i.e., that the yearly observations were randomly ordered) against the 

alternative hypothesis that there was a statistically significant increasing or decreasing 

monotonic trend (a steadily increasing or decreasing trend over the period of the Arizona SPF 

SIG).     

Results are presented in this final report from 2004-2009, the timeframe in which SPF SIG 

efforts were being implemented at the state or community level.  In some instances, trends 

may visually appear to be striking, and yet not be statistically significant. In most instances, this 

in an artifact of the scaling of the y-axis, which is generally presented in the smallest range that 

represents the data and can sometimes make even a few  point change appear large.   
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These results review trends in juvenile drug use by tracking ED admissions of patients under 21 

with drug-related discharges, and provide a comparison between Cohort 1 SPF communities 

and non-SPF SIG comparison communities. ED data and comparisons are presented for four 

groups: large communities, small communities, and two individual Maricopa County 

communities (Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE).   Data illustrates the number of youth under 

the age of 21 who received a drug-related diagnosis for an ED visit in each community in that 

year. The numbers may be noticeably different between communities due to the range in the 

size of the community that each coalition serves. 

As with the alcohol-related ED admissions, to facilitate the presentation of data, coalitions were 

selected into two categories based on the number of drug-related Emergency Department (ED) 

admissions by juveniles.  Again, the communities in which drug-related ED admissions were 

consistently below 50 per year were grouped ŀǎ άǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

would not be lost in the larger metric necessary to present the results of the larger 

communities.   

¢ƘŜ Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ άǎƳŀƭƭŜǊέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ:  Williams Alliance, 

Copper Basin, Gila River Indian Community, Tres Pueblos, and the Coalition for Successful Youth 

DevelopmentΦ  /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƎǊƻǳǇŜŘ ŀǎ άƭŀǊƎŜǊέ ƘŀŘ рм ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƭŎƻƘƻƭ-related ED admissions 

per year, and included: Coconino County Alliance Against Drugs (CASA/CDAD), Yavapai County 

Substance Abuse Coalition (YSAC), Southeastern Arizona Behavioral Health Services (SEABHS), 

and Community Prevention Coalition (CPC).  tƛƳŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Community Prevention Coalition 

(CPC) was by far the largest community and had many more drug-related ED admissions of 

juveniles than the other άƭŀǊƎŜǊέ communities.  

While most community efforts were targeted within one county or even within a small area 

within a county (specified by zip codes), the Tres Pueblos project of the Pinal Hispanic Council 

had efforts in three separate communities within Pinal County, and the Southeastern Arizona 

Behavioral Health System (SEABHS) had efforts that targeted Cochise, Graham, Santa Cruz, and 

Greenlee Counties.  

The final grouping was ED drug-related admissions for the communities served by Phoenix 

MANO and COPE, which were parsed out because specific communities were generated for 

comparison. 

B.  Selected  Communities  and Analysis  

Comparison Communities 

The nature of the SPF SIG initiative in Arizona did not lend itself to random community 

assignment or selection for comparison.  However, nine of the 11 Cohort 1 coalitions were 
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compared to the collective AYS data and ED data for four counties that did not participate in 

SPF SIG: Apache, La Paz, Yuma, and Navajo Counties.  

The other two Cohort 1 coalitions, Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE, were in small 

communities within Maricopa County identified with specific zip codes.  This allowed for 

comparison communities within Maricopa County to be selected based other zip codes within 

Maricopa County with comparable demographics. The communities represented by both COPE 

and MANO are predominantly Hispanic; the comparison communities selected were 

predominantly Hispanic and contained schools that responded to the AYS.  See Table 4 for a list 

of the zip codes of the communities that were compared to the communities served by the 

MANO and COPE coalitions.  

There is a dramatic difference between the SPF SIG communities and comparison communities 

in the absolute number of alcohol-related ED discharges, an expected difference which results 

from a greater number of zip code areas and population numbers representing SPF SIG 

communities than comparison communities.   

Table 4: Comparison Communities for MANO and COPE-Served Communities  

Arizona SPF SIG Coalition Comparison Community by Zip Code 

MANO: Creighton School District, Phoenix  85323, 85037   

COPE: Maryvale community 85219,  85051    

 

C.  Social Network  Analysis  

 

The Arizona SPF SIG used Social Network Analysis (SNA) as a method of determining change in 

the state-wide infrastructure of substance abuse prevention organizations with a significant 

mission to prevent underage drinking.  SNA was collected using a combination of telephone 

interviews and on-line surveys among a closed set of prevention organizations who had been 

identified in advance by determining if they were: 1) previously surveyed in 2006 or 2008; 2) 

listed as a Weed and Seed, Drug Free Communities, ADHS SAPT Block Grant, or other state or 

federal community coalition grantee; 2) listed as participants in state substance abuse 

reduction efforts such as Arizona Substance Abuse Partnership, DES Community Network Team, 

or other state committee; 3) or a state agency that directly provided resources to community 

prevention coalition efforts. All identified survey participants were contacted by telephone in 

advance to confirm eligibility. For the survey, participants were asked if they had, with each of 

the other members of the network performed any or all of the following five network functions: 

1) provided resources; 2) received resources; 3) collaborated; 40 provided information; or 5) 
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received information. The results were analyzed using the social network analysis software 

UCINet, v. 6.288 (please see Appendices 4 and 5 for a list of survey questions and a list of 

network members analyzed). 
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State -Level Outcomes  

Arizona measured its progress in implementing the SPF SIG project by assessing key state and 

community-level indicators that could demonstrate positive change in its two goals: 1) 

reduction in underage drinking; and 2) improvement in statewide infrastructure for substance 

abuse prevention.  

Trends analysis was used to help understand if evident changes, such as reductions or increases 

in AYS youth alcohol or drug use rates, were significant over time.  State-level trend analysis of 

these indicators showed mixed results. While it was clear that youth 30-day alcohol use rates 

from the AYS were lower in almost all individual communities, trend analysis could not 

conclusively answer whether any reductions had been made. This is likely due to the fact that 

for this analysis, multiple community outcomes were combined, making it hard to discern clear 

differences and changes.   

State-level outcomes were measured by trend change in the following indicators: 

1. Reduction in Youth Alcohol and Drug Use 

 Self-reported youth past 30-day use of alcohol and/or illicit drugs 

 Emergency Department discharges for alcohol and/or drug-related visits 

 

2. Changes in Substance Abuse Prevention Infrastructure 

 SPF SIG Advisory Council organizational structure (Arizona Substance Abuse Prevention) 

 State-level data systems 

 Sustainability and cultural competence 
 
The following chart provides an overview of the types and frequencies of prevention strategies 

implemented statewide in 2007 and 2008: 
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Figure 1: State-Wide Trends in Implementation of Prevention Strategies 

 

A.  State -level Trends in Youth Alcohol Use  

 

Arizona Youth Survey (AYS) Shows Reductions in Overall Youth Alcohol Use  

Arizona reported an overall reduction in alcohol use among Arizona SPF SIG Cohort 1 

communities in contrast to the comparison communities. From 2006 to 2010, there was a 

statistically significant decrease in reported youth alcohol use in SPF SIG communities, although 

the percentage of youth reporting alcohol use in SPF SIG communities was statistically 

significantly higher than in the comparison communities at all points in time.   Figure 2 displays 

the trends in AYS data collected between 2006 and 2010 for SPF SIG communities and 

comparison communities for percent of AYS respondents reporting alcohol use in the previous 

30 days.  While overall AYS data showed a decrease, due to the variance in available data by 

rate and count, no statistically significant trend could be noted when subjected to Mann-

Kendall analyses  
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Figure 2: Trends in AYS data during SPF SIG implementation in percent of AYS respondents reporting 
alcohol use in the previous 30 days  

 

Two coalitions in Maricopa County, Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE, were compared against 

two individualized comparison communities.  Trends were not statistically significant for either 

the community served by Phoenix COPE or its comparison community, or for the community 

served by Phoenix MANO or its comparison community.  

Arizona Experienced Significant Downward Trends in Overall Alcohol-related 

Emergency Department Discharges 

Arizona experienced an 8% decrease in alcohol-related Emergency Department (ED) 

discharges for youth under age 21 in SPF SIG communities during the implementation of the 

SPF SIG initiative.  Figure 3 displays the trends in frequencies of alcohol-related ED discharges 

during the implementation of SPF SIG efforts between 2006 and 2009 for SPF SIG communities 

and comparison communities. The comparison communities were relatively stable during the 

implementation of SPF SIG efforts.   However, the totals for SPF SIG Cohort 1 communities 

revealed a statistically significant decrease trend in alcohol-related ED discharges from 2006 to 

2010.   
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Figure 3: Trends in frequencies of alcohol-related ED discharges for patients under 21 during SPF SIG 
implementation.  

 

Comparison trend analyses were also conducted on ED data for alcohol-related discharges in 

the MANO and COPE communities and their comparison communities.  When these trends 

were subjected to a Mann-Kendall test, both the COPE community and its comparison 

community demonstrated no significant trend for the years in which SPG SIG efforts were being 

implemented. The community served by MANO demonstrated a significant increasing trend of 

31% while no significant trend was observed for its comparison community.  

B.  State -Level  Trends in Juvenile Drug  Use  

 

Arizona Youth Survey Shows Reductions in Overall Youth 30-day Drug Use 

While reduction in juvenile drug use was not a goal for the Arizona SPF SIG project or its funded 

coalitions, the State documented a demonstrable reduction in use over the project period. 

AYS data collected from 2006-2010 for both SPF SIG communities and comparison communities 

demonstrated a downward trend in juvenile drug use, although no statistically significant 

trends were observed when subjected to Mann-Kendall test (see Figure 4).   There was only a 

slight reduction for the Phoenix COPE and Phoenix MANO communities in youth 30-day drug 

use, but no significant trends could be detected.  
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Figure 4: Overall percentage of students in SPF SIG and comparison communities reporting 30-day 
drug use on the AYS during SPF SIG implementation. 

 

Arizona Shows No Trend in Reducing Overall Drug-related Emergency Department 

Discharges 

While the data demonstrates reduction in statewide drug-related Emergency Department 

discharges beginning in 2008, analysis noted no significant change overall in Emergency 

Department discharges from 2006 to 2010.  Figure 5 displays the trends in frequencies of drug-

related ED discharges for patients under 21 during the implementation of SPF SIG efforts 

between 2006 and 2009 for SPF SIG communities and comparison communities. When these 

trends were subjected to Mann-Kendall tests, trends remained level. 

 

Figure 5: Trends in frequencies of drug-related ED discharges for patients under 21 during SPF SIG 
implementation. 
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Separate comparison trend analyses were also conducted on ED data for alcohol-related 

discharges in the Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE communities and their comparison 

communities.  Neither the COPE community nor its comparison community demonstrated a 

statistically significant trend in either direction during SPF SIG implementation.  Although the 

community served by MANO demonstrated no significant trend upward or downward, the 

comparison community demonstrated a statistically significant decrease from 45 to 28 

discharges.    

 

C.  Changes in State -Level Substance Abuse Prevention 

Infrastructure  

Arizona measured improvement in its statewide substance abuse prevention infrastructure by 

change in two areas: 1) state-level focus on substance abuse prevention; and 2) statewide 

substance abuse prevention network and structure.  

Arizona Institutionalized Substance Abuse Prevention Oversight and Epidemiology  

Arizona established the Arizona Substance Abuse Partnership (ASAP) via Executive Order in 

2004 ŀǎ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƻƴ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻn, treatment, and 

enforcement as one of the major structural outcomes of the Arizona SPF SIG.  The ASAP: 

 Institutionalized the Arizona Substance Abuse Epidemiology  Work Group. Key highlights 

include: creating the interactive, on-line Arizona Community Data Project; creating 

Spotlight Reports released from the Emerging Issues subcommittee; producing 

epidemiological reports related to substance use for the state every two (2) years 

beginning in 2007; and being awarded a one-year federal grant to sustain the Work 

Group beyond the Arizona SPF SIG funding.  

 Improved the sustainability of the Arizona SPF SIG efforts by engaging key institutional 

partners from around the state. Key highlights include creation of the ongoing statewide 

Underage Drinking Prevention Committee and of the Community Advisory Board. 

 Established the Strategic Prevention Frameworkτwith its emphasis on data-driven 

decision makingτas the primary structure for prevention planning in Arizona. Key 

highlights include the integration of the SPF model by the Arizona Department of Health 

Services as a requirement for its prevention providers as part of Substance Abuse 

Prevention and Treatment block grant funding.  
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Significant Efforts Implemented for Workforce Development 

Organizations and individuals working to prevent youth substance abuse in Arizona were able 

to access significant opportunities in workforce development through a number of cross-

systems efforts, including those of the Arizona SPF SIG, the State Workforce Development 

Committee, and prevention funding through Arizona Department of Health Services (ADHS).   

Highlights include: 

 Three annual Arizona SPF SIG Coalition Forums held regionally throughout the state in 

2007, 2008, and 2009. Forums focused on coalition and community development, 

community assessment, planning, implementation, and evaluation. 

 Four Annual Arizona Substance Abuse Conferences held in Phoenix from 2006-2009 

attended by an average of over 300 participants each year from substance abuse 

prevention coalitions, service providers, and other agencies. Forums provided wide-

ranging topics from invited presenters from throughout Arizona and the U.S. 

 Four regional Tribal Capacity Trainings held in 2009 and 2010 for tribal grantees. 

Trainings focused on community and coalition development, community assessment, 

and strategic planning. 

 Web conference trainings and seminars were offered from 2008-2010 for over 300 

individuals involved in substance abuse prevention representing SPF SIG grantees, 

ADHS-RBHA Prevention Providers, and other state agencies.  

 Creation of the ASAP Workforce Development Committee in 2007. Highlights include: 

the Committee engaged state agency and community-level partners in developing a 

prevention credentialing process, ongoing online prevention trainings, and a process to 

establish and review evidence-based program criteria.  
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Arizona Reports Positive Changes to the State-wide Network of Underage Drinking 

Prevention Organizations 

The Arizona SPF SIG used Social Network Analysis (SNA) as a method of determining change in 

the state-wide infrastructure of substance abuse prevention organizations with a significant 

mission to prevent underage drinking. As a result of this analysis, two important findings 

emerged:  

 Twice as many organizations are focused on underage drinking prevention; and  

 The network is less dependent on state agencies for members to share resources  

SNA is a particularly useful tool for measuring, mapping, and understanding the dynamics and 

structures of relationships within complex systems such as state prevention networks.  How 

well member organizations share resources, information, and collaborate plays a large role in 

the overall effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of the system.    

The 2010 SNA provided a comparison between social network data gathered in 2006, 2008, and 

2010 to measure ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 

evaluation of the relationships between those organizations engaged in the prevention of 

underage drinking (see Figure 5). Underage drinking prevention was selected as a proxy for 

substance abuse prevention efforts in Arizona because it was identified as a priority area for the 

SPF SIG, mandated for all funded community coalitions, and emphasized at a state level by the 

Arizona UAD Prevention Committee. The SPF SIG program first used social network analysis in 

its 2008 Annual Report as an analytical technique which examines relationships between social 

actors as a primary variable in contrast to traditional methodologies that focus on the 

attributes of individuals or groups (Durland & Fredericks, 2005, p. 1).  
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Data for the 2010 SNA were collected using a combination of 40 telephone interviews and 30 

on-line surveys among a closed set of network members that had been identified in advance. 

Participants were asked if they had provided resources; received resources; collaborated; 

provided information; or received information with each of the other members of the network. 

Each of these five actions are known as network functions. The results were analyzed using the 

social network analysis software UCINet, v. 6.288 

 

Twice as many organizations are focused on underage drinking prevention  

The SNA showed a dynamically changing Arizona landscape since 2006, where by 2010 there 

were over twice as many total organizationsτincluding state governmental agencies, state-

level national organizations, regional behavioral health authorities (RBHAs), and community 

Figure 6: Collaborating within the Arizona UAD Prevention Network, 2010. Red dots = state agencies, teal = 
for-profit health care organizations, blue = state-level national advocacy organizations, black = community-
based prevention coalitions, yellow = tribal coalitions. 
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coalitionsτwith a focus on reducing underage drinking than there were before the Arizona SPF 

SIG began in 2006. In fact, by 2010 there were nearly four times as many community coalitions 

with a focus on reducing underage drinking. In some cases, these coalitions were funded by the 

Arizona SPF SIG (Cohorts 1-4), but in other cases they were supported by ADHS DBHS 

prevention dollars (such as in the Magellan system), 2010 Parents Commission funding, or were 

funded through the Drug-Free Communities Support Program and other sources. This growth 

provided a richer network of possible collaborations or information and resource sharing 

among all the network members.  

By growing from 32 to 74 members in the four years between 2006 and 2010, the network 

increased in size over 230% (see Figure 7). This increase was primarily due to the inclusion of 

community coalitions of the SPF SIG project that were added after the baseline 2006 

measurement; and the inclusion in 2008 of coalition-led prevention efforts that were newly 

funded by the ADHS Division for Behavioral  Health Services (DBHS) throughout the state. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In just the first two years (2006-2008), the network had increased in size by 163% while still 

increasing the connections between its members across all measures of network functioning 

(see Figure 8 below). This can be explained, in part, by noting that most of the new network 

members were funded through the SPF SIG program, which provided consistent resources, 

information, and opportunities for collaboration to both new and existing members.  

Figure 7: Increase in Number of Members of Arizona 
UAD Prevention Network, 2006-2010. 
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Figure 8: Increased Network Size Comparison between 2006 (top) and 2010 (bottom) for Receiving 
Information Network Functions within the Arizona UAD Prevention Network. Red dots = state agencies, 
teal = for-profit health care organizations, blue = state-level national advocacy organizations, black 
=community-based prevention coalitions, yellow=tribal coalitions. 
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The network is less dependent on state agencies for members to share resources  

From 2006 to 2010, the network became more decentralized from 2006 to 2010, with more 

community-based network members acting as go-betweens for collaboration and information.  

The network members are less and less reliant on core members to act as power brokers to 

connect them with other members of the network. This is an indicator of increased community 

readiness and mobilization and enhanced capacity of grassroots efforts. 

 

This group of organizations went from a network that was significantly more reliant on only a 

handful of state governmental agencies to provide resources and information, or to act as the 

go-betweens for collaboration. This decentralization provides for more opportunities for 

diffusion of innovations, sharing information about funding opportunities, and peer-to-peer 

mentoring. In this system, there is more opportunity for action. 

As illustrated in Table 5, density scores were used to help identify the cohesivenessτor general 

intensity of interactionτamong the members of each measure of network functioning. The 

density of a network is the ratio of its active inter-member connections to the total number of 

all possible connections (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).  If a network were completely denseτ

where every organization interacted with every other organizationτit would have a density of 

100 percent.  Higher density scores are possibly indicative of more, highly functioning networks.  

The density of a statewide network of public and private agencies might be reduced by 

increasing the number, or geographic dispersion around the state, of the organizations in it 

(Krauss, Mueller & Luke, 2004). Both scenarios are true of the Arizona statewide network. 

Table 5: Densities of the Members of Arizona UAD Prevention Network, 2006-2010. 

 

Between 2008 and 2010, however, the overall density of the network was reduced across the 

network. A decrease in network density is expected with such a drastic increase in size. One 

important aspect of the increase in overall network size was the increase between 2008 and 

2010 in the number of new network members that were funded through the ADHS DBHS 

Network Function 
2006 

Density % 
2008 

Density % 
2010 

Density % 
Change % 
2006-2010 

Providing Resources 8.4 19.2 12.0 +43% 

Receiving Resources 6.7 20.5 10.1 +51% 

Collaborating 37.3 47.0 21.3 -43% 

Providing Information 28 45.9 22.7 -19% 

Receiving Information 31.1 46.8 25.4 -18% 
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system. These changes in size and membership composition created a network by 2010 that 

was less efficient, or less dense overall, than when the network was smaller. Notable is the fact 

that members of this network shared resources (see Providing Resources and Receiving 

Resources network measures in Table 5 above) more efficiently in 2010 than in 2006, despite 

the great increase in network size.  

 

Table 6 shows the network measures with the highest consistent density scores remained those 

describing collaboration between members or sharing of information. Resourcesτsuch as 

funding, staffing or spaceτconsistently proved to be much more difficult to share. Information 

sharing (Providing Information and Receiving Information network functions) proved to be the 

most efficient function of the statewide network.  

 

As seen previously, the overall network density scores were lower in 2010 across all measures 

of network functioning. In 2006, these measures indicated that a core group of state-level 

organizations strongly controlled resource exchange, collaboration, and information exchange 

for all other members of the network, with most community coalitions on the periphery of the 

network in weaker, highly dependent positions.  This core-periphery structure (Wasserman & 

Faust, 1994), while still present in the functions of collaborating or receiving information (see 

Table 6 below), was much less pronounced in 2008.  This stronger core-periphery structure, 

matched with lower density, indicates that the members of this network are still more reliant 

on state agencies and state-level organizations, such as MADD and SADD, to help them become 

organized or to provide information. 

Table 6 also shows that the network functions for Collaborating, Providing Information, and 

Receiving Information have higher core/periphery fitness scores (0.488, 0.409, and 0.427, 

respectively) and have higher densities, than the other functions, indicating that the network 

has somewhat of a core/periphery structure when it comes to collaborating and sharing 

information.  
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Table 6: Network Densities and Core/Periphery Fitness Scores within the Statewide Network of UAD 
Prevention Organizations, 2006-2010. 

Network Activity Density % Fitness 
Score 

Density % Fitness 
Score 

Density % Fitness Score 

2006 2006 2008 2008 2010 2010 

Providing Resources 8.4 0.385 19.2 0.063 12.0 0.348 

Receiving Resources 6.7 0.062 20.5 0.360 10.1 0.331 

Collaborating 37.3 0.642 47.0 0.600 21.3 0.488 

Providing Information 28 0.498 45.9 0.284 22.7 0.409 

Receiving Information 31.1 0.552 46.8 0.245 25.4 0.427 

Note: Fitness scores are derived through a UCINet algorithm as the correlation between the observed 
scores and the scores that "should" be present in each block. A higher number between 0 and 1 indicates a 
ōŜǘǘŜǊ άŦƛǘέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜκǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ ƳƻŘŜƭΦ 
 

 

The Collaborating network function exhibits the greatest degree of core/periphery 

structure, with 22 organizations in the core of the network, acting as key collaboration 

brokers. In Table 7 below, no SPF SIG Cohort 1 community coalitions were in the core in 

2006, with only the Casa Grande Alliance (CGA-Pinal) in the core in 2008. In 2010, three 

community coalitions were in this coreτCasa Grande Alliance in Pinal County, COPE 

Coalition in Maricopa County, and the Community Prevention Coalition (CPC) in Pima 

County. The remainder of the core memberships included state agencies, Regional 

Behavioral Health Authorities, state-wide nonprofits, such as MADD and SADD, or a 

state-contracted nonprofit, such as PPP, a community-based organization, which had 

provided technical assistance, training, and evaluation to coalitions throughout Arizona.  

 
Table 7: Membership in the Core for the Collaborating Network Functionτ2006 to 2010. 

Year Core Members  

2006 
 

ACJC, ADE, ADHS-BHS, GOHS, GOCYF-DC, AzDLLC, DES, GOCYF-DSAP, CPSA, NARBHA, GOCYF-PC, 
PPP-Pima 

2008 
 

ACJC, ADE, ADHS-DBHS, PPP-Pima, SADD, DPS, CPSA, Magellan, AzDLLC, SEABHS, DES, MADD 
Arizona, GOCYF-DSAP, GOHS, CGA-Pinal 

2010 
 

ACJC, CSYD-Mohave, ADE, ADHS-DBHS, ADHS Research, ADJC, OAG, DPS, Cenpatico, AOC, 
Magellan, SEABHS, AYP-Pima, AzDLLC, CGA-Pinal, Phoenix COPE, PPP, CPC-Pima, CPSA, GOCYF-
DSAP, SADD, MADD 
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Community -Level Ou tcomes  

Arizona measured its progress in implementing the SPF SIG project by assessing the following 

community-level indicators:   

Reduction in Use 

 Self-reported youth past 30-day use of alcohol and/or ilicit drugs 

 Emergency department discharge for alcohol and/or drug-related visits 

Infrastructure 

 Community readiness for substance use prevention 

 Coalition functioning 

 Social network analysis 

tƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ {tC SIG project was most evident in community-level outcomes.  

It was at the community level, where each community was analyzed individually and against a 

comparison community, that the results were clearest. And for the coalitions involved, these 

results are likely the most meaningful to their communities. 

Self-reported youthΩǎ past 30-day alcohol use was significantly lower among five of Arizona 

communities between 2006 and 2009 (Coconino County (CASA/CCAD); Yavapai County (YSAC); 

Southeastern Arizona (SEABHS), Copper Basin (CB), and Kingman (CYSD). Pima County (CPC); 

Williams School District (WA), and Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) remained stable. 

Three larger Arizona SPF SIG communities showed decreasing trends in Emergency Department 

youth alcohol-related discharges, including Coconino County (CASA/CCAAD); Yavapai County 

(YSAC); Southeastern Arizona (SEABHS), and Pima County (CPC).  

Both Maricopa County communities - Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE- showed decline in 

youth past 30-day alcohol use, according to the AYS, and mixed trends in emergency 

department alcohol-related discharges. 

A.  Community -Level Trends in Youth Alcohol Use  

 

Five SPF SIG Communities Showed Declines in Youth 30-Day Alcohol Use  

Decline in reported 30-day alcohol use was evident for five of nine SPF SIG communities, 

specifically Coconino County (CASA); Yavapai County (YSAC); Southeastern Arizona (SEABHS); 

Globe (Copper Basin), and Kingman (CYSD) and for the comparison communities (see in Figure 

9). 
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Figure 9: Cohort I:  Past 30 Day Alcohol Use, 2002-2010.  Source: Arizona Youth Survey, Disaggregate 
Data 2010.  Arizona Criminal Justice Commission. 

Three of the four remaining communitiesτPima County (CPC); Williams School District (WA); 

and (Gila River Indian Community (GRIC)τdemonstrated an initial decrease from 2002, but 

remained relatively stable from 2004 to 2010. Casa Grande, Eloy and Coolidge (Tres Pueblos) 

showed little change. No community showed a trend toward increased youth alcohol use with 

this indicator.  

Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE Showed Declines in Youth 30-day Alcohol Use 

Although rates started out slightly higher than in the comparison community in 2002, youth in 

the Phoenix MANO community reported a lower rate of 30-day alcohol use than the 

comparison communities in the ensuing years and revealed an overall decline in reported 

alcohol usage (See Figure 10). 

 



      
 

39 
 

Arizona 2010 Strategic P revention Framework State Incentive Grant Final Report  

 

Figure 10: MANO Past 30 Day Alcohol Use, 2002-2010. Source: Arizona Youth Survey, Disaggregate 
Data 2009.  Arizona Criminal Justice Commission. 

Self-reported alcohol use in the Phoenix COPE community (represented in Figure 11) trended 

below the comparison communities for the years between 2002 and 2008 and declined 

between 2002 and 2006. However, while the comparison community declined substantially 

between the years 2008 and 2010, use in the Phoenix COPE community leveled off after 2006 

and, in 2010, the reported 30-day use exceeded the comparison groups.  

 

Figure 11: COPE Past 30 Day Alcohol Use, 2002-2010. Source: Arizona Youth Survey, Disaggregate 
Data 2009.  Arizona Criminal Justice Commission. 
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Larger Communities Showed Downward Trends in Emergency Department Alcohol-

related Discharges 

Three of four larger communities witnessed reduction in emergency department alcohol-

related discharge rates between 2006-2009 Coconino County (CASA/CCAAD); Southeastern 

Arizona (SEABHS), and Pima County (CPC) (see figure 12). Smaller communities showed much 

more variability in results, due to much smaller discharge rates overall. Two of the smaller 

communities, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) and Kingman (CSYD), showed overall 

increases in alcohol-related ED visits by youth between 2004 and 2009 (see Figure 12). 

The large community served by the Pima County (CPC) coalition showed a 6% decrease in ED 

visits by youth under 21 for which there was an alcohol-related diagnosis. Two communities 

(Copper Basin and Williams Alliance) demonstrated more substantial decreases (by 78% and 

20% respectively).  However, because these communities were both very small, a decrease of 

just a few patients in each case translated to a major percentage decrease. The communities 

served by Gila River Indian Community-GRIC and by Kingman-CSYD both experienced notable 

increases in ED visits by youth under 21 for which there was an alcohol-related diagnosis (78% 

and 68% respectively). These large changes may also be explained by small patient groups. The 

comparison counties collectively showed virtually no change (1%) in youth alcohol-related 

discharges in their EDs between years 2004 and 2009.  

 

Figure 12: Larger Cohort I Communities Juvenile Alcohol Related Emergency Department Admissions, 
2004-2009. Source: Emergency Department Admissions, Unpublished Data, 2009.  Arizona 
Department of Health Services. 

 



      
 

41 
 

Arizona 2010 Strategic P revention Framework State Incentive Grant Final Report  

 

Figure 13: Smaller Cohort I Communities Juvenile Alcohol Related Emergency Department 
Admissions, 2004-2009. Source: Emergency Department Admissions, Unpublished Data, 2009.  
Arizona Department of Health Services. 

 

When the ED data is subjected to a comparison of the geometric mean, which measures the 

difference between time 1 (2004) to time 6 (2009), it is possible to view the relative gains and 

decreases of the nine coalitions in relation to the comparison communities (see Figure 21). 

Those communities that experienced a decrease in ED admissions receive a negative value 

(below the midline in the graph) and those demonstrating an increase are above the line.   

 

Figure 14: Comparison of Cohort I and Non-SPF SIG Counties, Juvenile Alcohol Related Emergency 
Department Admissions, 2004-2009.  Source: Emergency Department Admissions, Unpublished Data, 
2009.  Arizona Department of Health Services. 
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Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE Communities Showed Mixed Trends in ED 

Alcohol-related Discharges  

Both the Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE communities and the comparison communities 

experienced increases in ED visits between 2004 and 2009 (see Figure 15). ED visits in the 

MANO-served community started out higher than the comparison community and stayed level 

through 2007 while the comparison community experienced an escalation. However, the 

comparison community experienced a decline in ED visits in between 2008 and 2009 while the 

Phoenix MANO community experienced an increase.  

 

 

Figure 15: Comparison of MANO and Equivalent Non-SPF SIG Community, Juvenile Alcohol Related 
Emergency Department Admissions, 2004-2009. Source: Emergency Department Admissions, 
Unpublished Data, 2009.  Arizona Department of Health Services. 

 

ED visits in the COPE-served community started out slightly higher than the comparison 

community and escalated substantially between 2005 and 2007 before beginning a downward 

trend (See Figure 16). The comparison community, on the other hand, maintained similar levels 

between 2004 and 2007, peaked in 2008, before returning to earlier levels. The COPE 

community experienced an increase in ED visits between 2004 and 2009 while the comparison 

community showed little change overall. A significant mitigating factor for assessing Emergency 

Department admissions is that the Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE coalitions are relatively 

small geographic areas within one of the largest urban centers in the country. This analysis is 

not able to account for individuals accessing Emergency Departments in or out of these 

geographic areas.  
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Figure 16: Comparison of COPE and Equivalent Non-SPF SIG Community, Juvenile Alcohol Related 
Emergency Department Admissions, 2004-2009. Source: Emergency Department Admissions, 
Unpublished Data, 2009.  Arizona Department of Health Services. 

 

B.  Community -level Trends in Youth  Illicit Drug Use  

 

Seventy-eight percent of SPF SIG Communities Showed Declines in Youth 30-day 

Drug Use  

Seven of nine Arizona SPF SIG Cohort I communities (78%), in addition to the comparison 

communities, saw an overall decline in reported drug use from 2002-2010 (see Figure 17). 

Notably, three communitiesτWilliams School District (WA), southeastern Arizona (SEABHS), 

and Yavapai County (YSAC) outperformed the comparison communities in achieving reductions 

in 2010. Illicit drug use by juveniles in the community served by Williams School District (WA) 

was fairly stable across those years and slightly higher in 2010 than in 2002. Only the Casa 

Grande, Eloy, and Coolidge communities served by Tres Pueblos saw a notable increase.  
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Figure 17: Cohort I Past 30 Day Drug Use, 2002-2010. Source: Arizona Youth Survey, Disaggregate 
Data 2009.  Arizona Criminal Justice Commission. 

 
Phoenix MANO and COPE Communities Showed Declines in Youth 30-day Illicit 

Drug Use 

Youth in the communities served by both Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE reported declines 

in youth 30-day drug use rates. The Phoenix MANO community, for whom data regarding drug 

use was not available until 2004, started higher than the comparison community but dropped 

dramatically between 2004 and 2006 and remained around 15% through 2010 (see Figure 18). 

The comparison community, on the other hand, showed an increase between 2004 and 2006 

and although rates went down after 2006, they never reached the lower levels of the 

community served by MANO coalition.   
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Figure 18: MANO Past 30 Day Drug Use, 2002-2010.  Source: Arizona Youth Survey, Disaggregate Data 
2009.  Arizona Criminal Justice Commission. 

 

Although the youth in the community served by the Phoenix COPE coalition reported only a 

minimal reduction in drug use between 2002 and 2010, they reported considerably lower drug 

use than those in the comparison community in 2002. They maintained lower levels through 

2010, despite an overall decline in usage reported by youth in the comparison community (see 

Figure 19). The comparison community also saw a striking increase between 2006 and 2008 

which was not evident in the community served by Phoenix COPE. 

 

Figure 19: COPE Past 30 Day Drug Use, 2002-2010.  Source: Arizona Youth Survey, Disaggregate Data 
2009.  Arizona Criminal Justice Commission. 
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Pima County Community Showed Downward Trends in Emergency Department 

(ED) Drug-related Discharges While Other Larger Communities Remained Stable 

While the number of emergency department visits with drug-related discharges remained 

stable in large communities between 2004 and 2009, Pima County (CPC) saw an overall decline 

in drug-related ED visits between 2004 and 2009 (See Figure 20).    

 

Figure 20: Larger Cohort I Communities Juvenile Drug Related Emergency Department Admissions, 
2004-2009. Source: Emergency Department Admissions, Unpublished Data, 2009.  Arizona 
Department of Health Services. 

Patterns of drug-related ED admissions in the smaller communities were inconsistent. Two of 

the smaller communities, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) and Kingman (CSYD) showed 

overall increases in alcohol-related ED visits by youth between 2004 and 2009 (see Figure 21). 

The communities served by CSYD, TP, and CP were lower in 2009 than they had been in 2004, 

but the rates fluctuated in the years between. It is important to note that an increase or 

decrease of even ten patients in a smaller community can create an impression of change that 

appears dramatic.  
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Figure 21: Smaller Cohort I Communities Juvenile Drug Related Emergency Department Admissions, 
2004-2009.  Source: Emergency Department Admissions, Unpublished Data, 2009.  Arizona 
Department of Health Services. 

 

To examine the further significance of this data, the ED data for drug-related admissions of 

juveniles was also subjected to a comparison of the geometric mean, a measure of the 

difference between time 1 (2004) to time 6 (2009). With this statistical strategy, relative gains 

or decreases of the nine coalitions could be seen in relation to the comparison communities 

(see Figure 22).  

The results were significantly more dramatic using a geometric mean comparison. Six of the 

eight SPF SIG communities (75%) saw a decrease in drug-related ED admissions between 2004 

and 2009, including three larger communities: Yavapai-YSAC (-8%), and Southeastern Arizona-

SEABHS (-15%) and Pima County-CPC (-10%) and three smaller communities: Globe-Copper 

Basin (-53%); Casa Grande, Eloy and Coolidge-TP (-29%), and Kingman-CSYD (-27%).  

The comparison counties collectively showed a 3% increase in drug-related discharges in their 

EDs between years 2004 and 2009. Two communities served by SPF SIG coalitions ς Gila River 

Indian Community-GRIC (47%) and Coconino-CASA (21%) - saw increases in drug-related 

discharges in their EDs between years 2004 and 2009.  Both of these communities had fewer 

than 50 drug-related discharges in their EDs even in the highest year so it is important to bear 

in mind that an increase of even a few patients could produce a major percentage increase.  
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Figure 22: Comparison of Cohort I and Non-SPF SIG Counties, Juvenile Drug Related Emergency 
Department Admissions, 2004-2009. Source: Emergency Department Admissions, Unpublished Data, 
2009.  Arizona Department of Health Services. 

 

 

Phoenix MANO and COPE Communities Showed Mixed Trends in Juvenile Drug-

related Admissions 

Emergency department juvenile drug-related admissions in the two Maricopa County 

communities served by SPF SIG ended up nearly where they had started in 2004, but the 

community served by Phoenix MANO was on an upward trend while the comparison 

community was in a downward trend.  Drug-related visits by juveniles in the Phoenix MANO-

served community and its comparison community did not show a steady pattern of increase or 

decrease. Rather, fluctuations were evident from year to year (see Figure 23). When analyzed 

against comparison communities in Maricopa County that were not aided by SPF SIG funding, 

the communities served by both Phoenix MANO and COPE showed a higher number of ED drug-

related diagnosis for underage patients from 2004 ς 2009 (see Figures 22 and 23).   
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Figure 23: Comparison of MANO and Equivalent Non-SPF SIG Community, Juvenile Drug Related 
Emergency Department Admissions, 2004-2009.  Source: Emergency Department Admissions, 
Unpublished Data, 2009.  Arizona Department of Health Services. 

 

ED visits in the Phoenix COPE community, which started out higher than the comparison 

community, decreased between 2004 and 2006 and increased until 2008 (see Figure 24). The 

comparison community, on the other hand, saw a dramatic drop between 2006 and 2007 

followed by an increase in 2008 to slightly higher than initial levels, but always remaining lower 

than the COPE-served community.  

 

Figure 24: Comparison of COPE and Equivalent Non-SPF SIG Community, Juvenile Drug Related 
Emergency Department Admissions, 2004-2009.  Source: Emergency Department Admissions, 
Unpublished Data, 2009.  Arizona Department of Health Services. 
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C.  In dividual Coalition Trend s Co mparison  

To gain greater understanding of the SPF SIG impact within each coalition community, Arizona 

analyzed AYS survey data and ED diagnosis data for each coalition using a Mann-Kendall trend 

analysis (see Table 8).  This identified statistically significant change in community-level 

indicators over the course of SPF SIG implementation for each coalition. Specifically: 

 

Self-Reported Past 30-Day Use of Alcohol or Drugs 

 Coconino County (CASA/CCAD), Yavapai County (YSAC) and Kingman (CSYD) 

communities showed significant decreases in youth reporting past 30-day alcohol use 

from 2004-2009.  

 Yavapai County (YSAC), Southeastern Arizona (SEABHS), Pima County (CPC), and 

Kingman (CSYD) communities saw a significant decrease in youth reporting past 30-day 

drug use from 2004-2009. 

Emergency Department (ED) Discharges for Alcohol or Drug-Related Visits 

 Coconino County (CASA/CCAD), Pima County (CPC), and Yavapai County (YSAC) 

communities showed a significant decrease for alcohol-related ED discharges from 

2004-2009. 

 Yavapai County (YSAC), Southeastern Arizona (SEABHS), and Pima County (CPC) 

communities showed a significant decrease for drug-related ED discharges during the 

SPF years.  

Overall, the communities served by the YSAC coalition demonstrated consistent improvement 

across all of these indicators. The large county served by the Pima County -CPC coalition 

showed improvement in three of the four indicators. 

 

In Table 8 below, a significant decreasing trend in an indicator of alcohol or drug misuse is 

noted by a down arrow, a significant increasing trend is noted by an upward arrow, and no 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǘǊŜƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ άƴǎŎέ όƴƻ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜύΦ 

The percent of increase or decrease in each indicator is also reported. 
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Table 8: Significant Change in Community-Level Indicators for each Coalition, 2006-2010.  

Arizona SPF SIG 
Cohort 1 Grantee 

 

AYS: 2006, 2008, 2010 Emergency Room: 2006-2009 
Alcohol 
use % 

change 

Direction 
of  

change 

Drug 
use  % 
change 

Direction 
of  

change 

Alcohol-
related 

diagnosis 
% 

change 

Direction 
of 

change 

Drug-
related 

diagnosis 
% 

change 

Direction 
of 

change 

CASA 

Citizens 
Against 

Substance 
Abuse: 

Coconino 
County 

-15% Ҩ -13% nsc -18% Ҩ -9% nsc 

YSAC 
Yavapai 
County 

-23% Ҩ -23% Ҩ -19% Ҩ -3% Ҩ 

Phoenix 
MANO 

Chicanos Por 
La Causa: 
Creighton 

School 
District  

0% nsc 0% nsc 44%* ҧ 4% nsc 

SEABHS 

Cochise, 
Graham, 

Santa Cruz 
Counties 

-3% nsc -20% Ҩ 5% nsc -21% Ҩ 

CPC 
Compass 
Health Care: 
Pima County 

0% nsc -5% Ҩ -17% Ҩ -14% Ҩ 

WA 

 Williams 
Unified 
School 
District 

0% nsc -6% nsc -43% * nsc -67%* nsc 

CB 
Arizona Youth 
Partnership: 

Globe 
-23% Ҩ -5% nsc -75% * nsc 40%* nsc 

GRIC 
Gila River 

Indian 
Community 

13% nsc -4% nsc 17% nsc 69% *  nsc 

COPE 
TERROS: 
Maryvale 

7% nsc -6% nsc 8% nsc 11% nsc 

Tres 
Pueblos 

Casa Grande, 
Eloy, Coolidge 

18% ҧ 18% ҧ -9% nsc -8% nsc 

CSYD 
Arizona Youth 
Partnership: 

Kingman 
-21% Ҩ -17% Ҩ 83% * ҧ -6% nsc 

 =  Statistically significant decrease 
+      =  Statistically significant increase  
nsc  = No statistically significant change  
*      =  strength of % change results from small sample 
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D.  Coalition Functioning  

Arizona measured change in the functioning of its SPF SIG coalitions over the course of the 

project as an indicator of community-level infrastructure improvement.  As part of the SPF SIG 

evaluation, coalitions were required to annually administer a Coalition Functioning Instrument 

(CFI) which was adapted from the Partnership Self-Assessment Tool developed by the Center 

for the Advancement of Collaborative Strategies in Health (CACSH).  The CFI survey allowed 

coalition members to assess their coalition in several relevant domains of functioning and 

provide an assessment of the coalition as it was perceived by the members (see Appendix 3).  

The CFI survey assesses the following domains: 

 Synergy (or how well the collaborative process is working) 

 Leadership Effectiveness                                                           

 Administration and Management Effectiveness 

 Sufficiency of Non-Financial Resources 

Significant Improvement in Coalition Functioning Shown by 24% of SPF SIG 

Coalitions 

Four of the 17 coalitions that consistently completed the CFI (24%) improved significantly in 2 

or more domains between Years 1 and 3 (see Table 9).  These include: Williams School District 

(WA); Yavapai County (YSAC); Pima County (CPC), and Casa Grande, Eloy and Coolidge (TP).  

Coconino County (CASA/CCAD) showed significant improvement in two domains between Years 

1 and 2, improvements that it maintained in year 3.  Table 9 on the following page lists each 

coalition and its scores for the four domains, and Table 10 reflects statistically significant 

change in functioning over time. 

   

Mean (average) scores were calculated for each coalition for each domain: Synergy, Leadership 

Effectiveness, Administration and Management Effectiveness, and Sufficiency of Non-Financial 

Resources.  Mean scores fall into one of four possible zones indicating the level of functioning: 

On Target (1-1.4), Almost on Target (1.5-2.0), Needs Work (2.1-3.0), and Danger Zone (3.1-5).  

Scores ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άhƴ ¢ŀǊƎŜǘέ ȊƻƴŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜȄŎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀΦ  

{ŎƻǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά!ƭƳƻǎǘ ƻƴ ¢ŀǊƎŜǘέ ȊƻƴŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻn is doing well but has 

the opportunity to make progress in this area.  Scores ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άbŜŜŘǎ ²ƻǊƪέ ȊƻƴŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

the coalition can dedicate more effort to building on its strengths in this area.  Scores in the 

ά5ŀƴƎŜǊ ½ƻƴŜέ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ is in need of much improvement in this area.  The 

scale below is a visual reference of where overall scores fall within these four zones. 
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Coalition Functioning Survey Result Zones 
 

| -On Target--| -Almost On Target-| ---------Needs Work------| -------------Danger -| --Zone--------|  
1                                                           2                                       3                                  4                       5            
 

Table 9: Mean Coalition Functioning Scores by Domain by Year 

Coalition Synergy
a
 Leadership

b
 Administration and 

Management 
Effectiveness

c
 

Sufficiency of Non-
Financial Means

d
 

 
Copper Basin (CB) 

2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 

- 1.6 1.8 - 1.8 1.9 - 1.7 1.9 - 2.2 1.7 

Coconino County 
Alliance Against 
Drugs (CCADD) 

2.4 2.1 2.3 2.5 1.9 2.4 2.6 1.8 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Community 
Outreach 
Prevention 
Education (COPE) 

2.1 - - 1.8 - - 2.3 - - 1.8 - - 

Community 
Prevention Coalition 
(CPC) 

2.2 1.9 1.8 2.1 1.9 1.8 2.3 2.1 1.9 2.0 2.0 1.7 

Gila River (GRIC) 2.4 1.8 - 2.4 1.8 - 2.6 2.2 - 2.3 2.1 - 

AZYP - Kingman - - 2.0 - - 1.9 - - 2.0 - - 2.0 

Pima County 2.1 - - 1.7 - - 1.93 - - 1.7 - - 

SEABHS ς Bylas - 1.8 - - - - - 1.8 - - - - 

SEABHS ς Santa Cruz 2.1 - - 1.8 - - 2.2 - - 1.8 - - 

POWER ς Santa 
Cruz

e
 

- 2.1 - - 3.0 - - 3.1 - - 2.3 - 

SEABHS ς Willcox/ 
WASA 

2.0 2.2 - 1.8 - - 2.3 2.5 - 2.6 - - 

Tres Pueblos (TP) ς  
Casa Grande 

2.1 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.5 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.5 

Tres Pueblos (TP) ς
Coolidge 

2.0 2.4 2.2 1.9 2.3 2.0 2.3 2.5 2.4 2.1 2.3 2.2 

Tres Pueblos (TP) ς 
Eloy 

1.3 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.5 

Williams Alliance 
(WA) 

2.2 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.8 2.2 2.1 1.8 2.3 2.0 1.8 

Yavapai County 
Substance Abuse 
Coalition (YSAC) 

2.0 1.8 1.6 2.0 1.9 1.7 1.9 1.7 1.6 2.0 1.7 1.9 

a Based on at least 7/9 valid responses 
b Based on at least 9/11 valid responses 
c Based on at least 7/9 valid responses  
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d Based on at least 5/6 valid responses  
e Subgroup of (SEABHS) ς Santa Cruz coalition assessed in year 1 

Note: Some mean scores may differ from those reported previously as a result of minor modifications to the 

analytic treatment of missing data 

Note: Scale: 1 ς 2 = On Target or Almost on Target; 2.1 - 3 = Needs Work; above 3 indicates Danger Zone 

 

Table 10: Statistically Significant Change in Coalition Functioning Over Time 

Coalition Synergy Leadership 

Administration and 
Management 
Effectiveness 

Sufficiency of Non-
Financial Means 

 
Copper Basin (CB) 

2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 

- 1.6 1.8 - 1.8 1.9 - 1.7 1.9 - 2.2 1.7 

Coconino County 
Alliance Against 
Drugs (CCADD) 

2.4 2.1 2.3 2.5 1.9
a
 2.4

a
 2.6 1.8

a
 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Community 
Prevention Coalition 
(CPC) 

2.2 1.9 1.8
b
 2.1 1.9 1.8 2.3 2.1 1.9

b
 2.0 2.0 1.7 

Gila River (GRIC) 2.4 1.8
a
 - 2.4 1.8

a
 - 2.6 2.2 - 2.3 2.1 - 

Tres Pueblos (TP) ς 
Casa Grande 

2.1 1.8
a
 1.7

b
 2.0 1.5

a
 1.5

b
 2.0 1.5 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.5 

Tres Pueblos (TP) ς 
Coolidge 

2.0 2.4
a
 2.2 1.9 2.3 2.0 2.3 2.5 2.4 2.1 2.3 2.2 

Tres Pueblos (TP) ς 
Eloy 

1.3 1.1 1.4
a
 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.2

a
 1.5

b
 1.6 1.5 1.5 

Williams Alliance 
(WA) 

2.2 1.7 1.7
b
 1.7 1.9 1.8 2.2 2.1 1.8 2.3 2.0 1.8

b
 

SEABHS ς Willcox/ 
WASA 

2.0 2.2 - 1.8 - - 2.3 2.5 - 2.6 - - 

Yavapai County 
Substance Abuse 
Coalition (YSAC) 

2.0 1.8 1.6
b
 2.0 1.9 1.7 1.9 1.7 1.6

b
 2.0 1.7

a
 1.9 

a Indicates statistically significant change (p <.05) compared to the previous score 
b Indicates statistically significant improvement between years 1 and 3 

 

Synergy ς These questions ask coalition members to rate how well people and organizations 

that participate in the coalition are able to accomplish specified tasks by working together. 

Specified tasks include identifying problems and developing methods of solving them, 

developing goals, and responding to the needs and problems of the community. A sample 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ άIƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 

Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΚέ 

 

Leadership Effectiveness ς These questions ask coalition members to rate the effectiveness of 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ formal and informal leadership in nine areas, ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǊesolving conflict among 

ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΦέ  
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Administrative and Management Effectiveness ς These questions ask coalition members to 

rate the effectiveness of the coalition in carrying out administrative and management activities 

in nine areas.  Examples of specified activities include applying for and managing grants and 

funds, minimizing the barriers related to participating in the coalitionΩs activities, and organizing 

coalition activities, including meetings, and projects. 

 

Sufficiency of Non-Financial Resources ς These questions ask coalition members to assess the 

extent to which the coalition has six specific non-financial resources that enable them to work 

effectively and achieve its goals. Examples of non-financial skills include the following: skills and 

expertise; data and information; and connections to target populations, political decision 

makers, government agencies, organizations, and other groups.  

 

As of September 30, 2010, 17 coalitions had submitted at least one round of CFI surveys. For 

the Southeastern Arizona (SEABHS) and Tres Pueblos coalitions, independent coalitions that are 

part of their grant are presented here. In each year, surveys were entered into a database, 

analyzed, and survey results were provided in a report to each of the coalitions for each year 

they engaged in the CFI survey. In addition to providing survey results, the coalitions were 

provided with training resources they could utilize to address domains in which their coalition 

might need improvement. Seven coalitions submitted results from the CFI survey in all three 

years and three more submitted results in two consecutive years. Table 10 above presents the 

results of independent sample t-tests for all coalitions that provided CFI surveys in more than 

one year. Significant t-tests results were indicated where there was significant improvement or 

degeneration between years.  The vast majority of significant change was in the positive 

direction.  

Phoenix MANO and Phoenix COPE coalitions completed a retrospective version of the CFI 

survey in Year 2 which served requirements of GOCYF and another funder (see Table 11). The 

retrospective version of the survey asked coalition members to rate their coalition functioning 

six months ago, and άƴƻǿέ όŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅύ. Domain scores for 

responses regarding coalition functioning at the time the survey was collected, gathered using 

the retrospective version of the CFI, are reported below (see Table 11). Analyses indicated that 

the Phoenix MANO coalition maintained at about the same level in all domains over the two 

reporting years.  
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Table 11: MANO & COPE Retrospective Coalition Functioning Scores by Domain 

Coalition Synergy Score Leadership 
Effectiveness 

Score 

Administration 
and Management 

Effectiveness 
Score 

Sufficiency of 
 Non-financial 
Means Score 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 

Phoenix 
MANO 

1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.9 

Phoenix COPE - 1.5 - 1.5 - 1.6 - 1.9 

E.  Community Readiness  

Arizona SPF SIG asked each community to assess its readiness as an indicator of the overall 

capacity of a community for implementing or supporting strategies to promote prevention. 

Readiness can be a major factor in determining whether prevention strategies can be accepted, 

effectively sustained, and supported by the community. Strategies must be challenging enough 

to move a community forward in its level of readiness; however, efforts that are too ambitious 

are likely to fail because community members will not be ready or able to respond.  Arizona 

used the Community Readiness Assessment (CRA), a survey administered with key prevention 

leaders that was developed by the Tri-Ethnic Center for Prevention Research.  

There are nine levels of readiness identified by the CRA, with higher levels reflecting greater 

community capacity to address an issue and community ownership of prevention strategies: 

1. No awareness: The issue is not generally recognized by the community or leaders as a problem 

2. Denial/resistance: At least some community members recognize that it is a concern, but there is 

little recognition that it might be occurring locally  

3. Vague awareness: Most feel that there is a local concern, but there is no immediate motivation 

to do anything about it 

4. Preplanning: There is clear recognition that something must be done and there may even be a 

group addressing it; however, efforts are not focused or detailed 

5. Preparation: Active leaders begin planning in earnest; community offers support of efforts 

6. Initiation: Enough information is available to justify efforts; activities are underway 

7. Stabilization: Activities are supported by administrators or community decision-makers; staff are 

trained and experienced 

8. Confirmation/Expansion: Efforts are in place; community members feel comfortable using 

services and they support local expansion; local data are regularly obtained 

9. High level of community ownership: Detailed and sophisticated knowledge exists about 

prevalence, causes and consequences; effective evaluation guides new directions 

Additionally, the survey includes items that provide contextual information about the specific 

areas of readiness and public health trends in the community.  
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The CRA survey assesses ƪŜȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Ǌeadiness for prevention in the 

following six dimensions: 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΧΧΧ ΧΧΧΦΦ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ 

Community Efforts To what extent are there efforts, programs and policies that address 
the issue? 

Community Knowledge of 
Effort 

To what extent do community members know about local efforts and 
their effectiveness and are the efforts accessible to all segments of 
the community? 

Leadership To what extent are appointed leaders and influential community 
members supportive of the issue? 

Community Climate What is the prevailing attitude of the community toward the issue; is 
it one of helplessness or one of responsibility and empowerment? 

Community Knowledge of the 
Issue 

To what extent do community members know about the causes of 
the problem, consequences, and impacts on the community? 

Resources Related to the 
Issue 

To what extent are local resources ς people, time, money, space, etc. 
available to support efforts? 
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73% of SPF-SIG-funded communities showed strong and increasing community 

readiness  

In 2008-2009, coalitions conducted their first SPF SIG readiness assessments to determine how 

ready each of their communities was to address substance abuse prevention efforts as part of 

the SPF SIG project. The CRA was conducted using an interview format, with each coalition 

having identified and selected a range of 15 to over 30 key people within their community to 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ /ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊΦ  

On a 9-point scale, eight of 11 coalitions had scores of 5 or higher with an average increase of 2 

points in the final year of the project.  In general, communities reported the highest level of 

readiness for Leadership Preparedness and the lowest level of readiness for Community 

Knowledge of Prevention Efforts.  Table 12, below demonstrates overall readiness scores for 

each coalition that participated in the collection of interview-based CRA data. Overall readiness 

scores ranged from 2 (Denial/resistance) to 6 (Initiation).  

Table 12: Overall Coalition Readiness Assessment 
Scores Reported to Coalitions in 2008-2009. 

 Overall score 

Coconino/CCADD 6 

Flagstaff/CASA 4 

Graham County/SEABHS 4 

Phoenix MANO/Excelencia 3 

Pima County/CPC 5 

Prescott/YSAC 5 

Santa Cruz County/SEABHS 3 

Tres Pueblos/Pinal County 5 

Willcox/WASA (SEABHS) 4 

Williams/WA 3 

 

In late 2009, the CRA was converted into a questionnaire format to facilitate more efficient 

collection of data from a broader array of community members, and to allow for gauging 

readiness in each of the six dimensions of the CRA tool: 1) Community Efforts; 2) Community 

Knowledge of Effort; 3) Leadership; 4) Community Climate; 5) Community Knowledge of the 

Issue; and 6) Resources Related to the Issue.  Confidence in findings was increased because this 

method promoted participation by a greater number of participants. This method also helped 

coalitions identify the most appropriate targets of efforts to enhance overall community 

readiness because it provided information about each dimension. Finally, this method allowed 
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results from coalition members (who can be expected to have a stronger grasp of the issues 

than community members in general) to be distinguished from results from non-coalition 

community members, where this distinction is informative.  

The CRA survey was conducted in early 2010 in communities where SPF SIG coalitions were in 

place. The questionnaire version of the CRA was distributed to the coalitions but each coalition 

was encouraged to reach beyond coalition membership and pursue non-coalition member 

community leaders to fill out the survey.   

Table 13, below presents overall results and results for each dimension for the communities 

that participated in the CRA in 2010. Overall readiness scores ranged from 4.7 (Preplanning) to 

8.1 (Confirmation/Expansion). This range is over 2 points higher than in the previous year, 

which suggests greater readiness throughout the state; however, it is not possible to compare 

results confidently across the two years because data collection methods and the participating 

communities were not the same.  

Table 13: Community Readiness Assessment Results for Participating Communities, 2010. 

 Overall Community 
Efforts 

Community 
Knowledge 
of Efforts 

Leadership Community 
Climate 

Community 
knowledge 
of the Issue 

Resources 
Related to 
the Issue 

Casa Grande 5.9 5.9 4.9 7.4 6.2 5.0 6.1 

Coconino/CCADD 4.7 4.6 3.5 5.6 5.5 4.1 4.9 

Coolidge 5.3 4.4 4.1 6.5 6.6 4.6 5.3 

Copper Basin 6.0 6.0 5.0 7.2 6.5 5.3 6.1 

Eloy 8.1 8.3 7.6 8.9 8.1 7.2 8.6 

Gila River 5.8 6.0 5.7 6.4 5.8 5.5 5.6 

Kingman 6.0 5.7 4.5 6.8 6.0 4.8 5.2 

Pima County 5.7 6.3 5.0 6.8 6.0 4.7 5.4 

Yavapai Verde 
Valley 

5.7 5.8 4.6 6.8 6.2 4.8 5.9 

Williams 6.7 6.8 5.6 8.1 6.5 6.1 6.7 

        

Cross-site  5.6 4.8 6.8 6.3 5.2   5.7 

 

F.  Social Network ing  

Social Network Analysis (SNA) of the individual SPF SIG coalitions was conducted in addition to 

state-level assessment to measure community-level substance abuse prevention infrastructure 

improvement.  

In 2006, six of the original Cohort 1 coalitions were already actively working to prevent 

underage drinking and were, therefore, included in the SNA surveys. Not all Cohort 1 coalitions 

participated in the 2006 survey, since the SPF SIG program was awarded to grantees that year 
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after the survey had been taken. Other coalitions became part of the survey in 2008, with the 

exception of the Coolidge sub-grantee coalition, which was not available for participation until 

2010. 

Table 14 outlines the Cohort 1 coalitions and sub-grantee coalitions that were included in the 

surveys for each survey cycle.  

Table 14: Coalition Inclusion in SNA Surveys, 2006-2010. 

 
2006 2008 2010 

CASA- Coconino x x x 

CGA- Pinal x x x 

Coolidge- Pinal     x 

Copper Basin- Gila   x x 

CPC- Pima   x x 

EGAAD- Pinal x x x 

Phoenix MANO- Maricopa x x x 

GCAMC- Graham   x x 

GRIC   x x 

SEABHS x x x 

Phoenix COPE   x x 

WA-Coconino x x x 

YSAC- Yavapai   x x 

 

G.  Membership in the Network Core  

As previously shown, the network measures of collaboration and sharing information were 

consistently shown to be the most closely aligned with a core/periphery structure. While the 

fitness scores for these network measures do not show a strong core, they do provide a way to 

measure how centralτor importantly connectedτspecific members of the network were. This 

section will look at SPF SIG Cohort 1 coalitions in relation to their membership in the cores of 

the statewide network. Membership in the core of a network indicates that a member is more 

highly central in that network, which may indicate a higher level of activity or a higher level of 

importance to other members.  

In reviewing the network measures for collaboration and sharing information, Table 15 shows 

that no Cohort 1 coalitions ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ƛƴ нлл6. But by 2008, seven coalitions 

were part of the core in these measures. These coalitions included Pinal County-CGA, 

Southeastern Arizona-SEABHS, Pima County-CPC, Phoenix MANO, Phoenix COPE, Coconino 

County-WA, and Yavapai-YSAC. In 2010, following another increase in network size, the number 
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of Cohort 1 coalitions in any of these cores had been reduced to six, including CGA-Pinal, 

Southeastern Arizona (SEABHS), CPC-Pima, Phoenix COPE, WA-Coconino, and Eloy. 

Table 15: Arizona SPF SIG Cohort 1 Coalition Membership in Network Core, 2006-2010. 

  

Collaborate 
Provide 

Resources 

 
Receive 

Resources 

 
Provide 

Information 
Receive 

Information 

2
0
0

6 

2
0
0

8 

2
0
1

0 

2
0
0

6 

2
0
0

8 

2
0
1

0 

2
0
0

6 

2
0
0

8 

2
0
1

0 

2
0
0

6 

2
0
0

8 

2
0
1

0 

2
0
0

6 

2
0
0

8 

2
0
1

0 

CASA- Coconino                               

CGA- Pinal   x x   x   x       x x   x x 

Coolidge- Pinal                        x       

Copper Basin- Gila            x                   

CPC- Pima     x   x     x x   x x   x x 

EGAAD- Pinal             x         x     x 

Phoenix MANO- 
Maricopa 

        x   x x     x     x   

GCAMC- Graham                               

GRIC         x x                   

SEABHS   x x   x x x x x   x x   x x 

COPE-Maricopa     x   x           x     x   

WA-Coconino         x       x         x   

YSAC- Yavapai         x                 x   

 

Pinal County-CGA, Pima County-CPC, and Southeastern Arizona-SEABHS are the 

Most Consistent Cohort 1 Coalitions in the Network Core 

The Cohort 1 coalitions with consistent membership in these network cores included Pinal 

County-CGA, Pima County-CPC, and Southeastern Arizona-SEABHS, where the coalition had a 

membership in the core in two consecutive years in at least two of the network functions that 

included Collaborate, Provide Information, and Receive Information.  

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻǊŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƭƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀ /ƻƘƻǊǘ м ƎǊŀƴǘŜŜΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƻǊ 

importance, to the network, so a second form of analysis is employed in the next section. 
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H.  Effect of Betweenness  within the Network  

Betweenness is a measure of the total connections that go through a network member. If a 

network member has a higher betweenness number, it is more important to the flow of 

information, resources, or collaboration. Table 14 below shows betweenness scores for 2008 

and 2010, the years for which all but Coolidge-Pinal participated in the survey.  

Table 16: SPF SIG Cohort 1 Coalition Betweenness Scores, 2006-2010. 

 Collaborate Provide 
Resources 

Receive 
Resources 

Provide 
Information 

Receive 
Information 

 
2008 2010 Diff 2008 2010 Diff 2008 2010 Diff 2008 2010 Diff 2008 2010 Diff 

CASA- 
Coconino 

13 2.8 -
10.2 

0 0 0 0 0 0 6.4 17 10 7.2 8.9 1.7 

CGA- Pinal 50 82 31.9 5 35 30 14 27 13 28 61 32 68 72 4.3 

Coolidge- 
Pinal 

na 11.5 - na 37.3 - na 34.7 - na 13 - na 13 - 

Copper 
Basin- Gila 

0 3.5  0 6  0 4  0 .1  0 1.8  

CPC- Pima 
 

43 70 27.4 77 111 34 17 101 83 43 106 63 52 74 22 

EGAAD- 
Pinal 

0.3 5.5 5.2 0 10 10 0 5 5 0 18 18 1.2 8.7 7.5 

Phoenix 
MANO- 
Maricopa 

15 2.6 -
12.4 

0 1.8 1.8 20 3 -17 20 1.5 -19 22 7.7 -14 

GCAMC- 
Graham 

1.5 3 1.5 2 4 2 0.7 0.5 -0.2 4.1 3 -1.1 3.3 1.2 -1.9 

GRIC 
 

0.2 18 18.1 0 1 1 0 8.5 8.5 0.4 6.8 6.4 0.8 10 9.5 

SEABHS 
 

20 44 24.2 14 74 60 19 119 100 16 46 30 13 41 29 

COPE-
Maricopa 

13 28 15.3 4 11 7.3 7 10 3 18 21 3.9 33 20 -13 

WA-
Coconino 

5.5 9.6 4.1 1 4 3 1 4.8 3.8 14 15 0.9 11 9.6 -1.5 

YSAC- 
Yavapai 

12 19 6.6 10 0.5 -9.5 9 5 4 9.1 22 12 34 27 -6.8 

Note: The five highest values for each of the 2010 network functions are bolded.  
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CGA, CPC, SEABHS, and COPE Coalitions were the Most Central SPF SIG Members of 

the Network 

Three Cohort 1 coalitions had 2010 betweenness values in the top five (among these network 

members) in all five network measures. Phoenix COPE had top-five values in four out of five 

network measures. These coalitions were: 

 CGA-Pinal 

 CPC-Pima 

 SEABHS 

 Phoenix COPE  

Two other coalitions had top-five values in two out of five network measures. They were: 

 Coolidge-Pinal 

 YSAC-Yavapai 

The four top coalitions easily proved in this analysis to be the most crucial to connectivity 

among the Cohort 1 group. However, it is important to note for comparison that while CGA-

Pinal, at 82.0, had the highest betweenness value among Cohort 1 coalitions in the Collaborate 

network function, GOCYF-DSAP had the highest overall value with 845.0 and ADHS DBHS was 

second with 585.8. CGA-tƛƴŀƭΩǎ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ млth among all network members in Collaborate, 

trailing only state agencies, state-level non-profits, PPP, and RBHAs. 

Regionalization 

What stands out about these four organizations is that they represented very different parts of 

Arizona, from Central Phoenix in Maricopa County, to Casa Grande in Pinal County, to Tucson in 

Pima County, to Southeastern Arizona (SEABHS), which represented multiple counties in 

southeastern Arizona. No coalitions from north of Maricopa County scored so well, with the 

exception of YSAC-Yavapai with a fifth-highest value in Collaborate, and fourth-highest value in 

Provide Information.  

Previous Connections 

One other factor that may have played a part for these top four coalitions: most were in 

existence and had existing connections regionally and statewide before the SPF SIG began 

funding coalitions. The exception is CPC-Pima, which was formed by another coalition that had 

been in existence for five years before SPF SIG funding began. All the identified coalitions above 

had been in existence for at least five years prior to SPF SIG funding. Of the remaining Cohort 1 
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coalitions, only Eloy and GCAMC-Graham had been in existence that long, and none had had a 

focus on underage drinking prevention for more than a year before SPF SIG funding.  

Conclusion  

The following general conclusions can be drawn from the data presented in this final report: 

V !ƴƴǳŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ {tC {LD ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ŎƭŜŀǊΣ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ 

improved infrastructure for substance abuse prevention and reduced youth underage 

drinking and/or illicit drug use. 
 

V Trend analysis of the Arizona SPF SIG project showed clearest results at the community 

level, whereas trend analysis showed mixed results when looking at combined Arizona 

SPF SIG community outcomes.  At the state-level, this was likely due to the fact that for 

this analysis, multiple community outcomes were combined, making it hard to discern 

clear differences and changes.  However, at the community level, each community was 

analyzed individually and against a comparison community, which made the results 

clearest.  Therefore, for the coalitions involved in Arizona SPF SIG, these community 

trends will be the most meaningful. 
 

V Reductions in underage drinking and/or youth illicit drug use were clearly reported by 

communities involved in the SPF, but were also reported in some cases by the 

comparison communities.  Further analysis of specific prevention efforts implemented 

or not implemented in each these communities mapped against changes in 

consumption and consequences would provide a clearer picture as to why the data 

changed over time.  While this was not in the scope of work for the evaluation, 

communities should consider incorporating this additional level of evaluation to provide 

a richer picture of impact from prevention activities. 
 

V LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ {tC {LD ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ άŦƛǊǎǘǎέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΣ 

including: formation of a Governor-level advisory council guiding state prevention 

policy; data-gathering and sharing protocols among state agencies, tribal nations and 

community coalitions; and integration of the SPF process as part of the future ADHS 

SAPT Block Grant-funded prevention efforts. 
 

V Commitment to ongoing technical assistance and training of community coalitions and 

tribal nations over the five years of SPF SIG proved successful in significantly raising the 

capacity of these entities to assess and plan sustainable prevention strategies. 

Continued focus can ensure these communities adapt and/or implement evidence-

based programs, policies and practices to address key issues identified in their strategic 
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plans and continue to collaborate and share resources and information through 

regionalized and state-facilitated networking efforts. 
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APPENDIX 1 
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS AND POPULATIONS SERVED BY ARIZONA SPF SIG COALITIONS 2006-2010 

 
COHORT 1 

Coalition Geographic Area(s) 
Service 

Population 

Coalition for Successful Youth 
Development (CSYD) 

City of: Kingman (Mohave County) 48,829 

Coconino County Alliance Against 
Drugs (CCAAD) 

City of: Flagstaff (Coconino County) and 
Havasupai, Hopi, Hualapai, Navajo, and 
Kaibab Paiute Indian Tribes 

130,530 

Community Outreach Prevention 
Education (COPE) 

City of: Phoenix (Maryvale community; 
boundaries are Camelback to the north 
to I-10 on the south to I-17 on the east 
to 125th Ave. to the west) 

226,265 

Community Prevention Coalition (CPC) Cities of: Marana and Tucson (Pima 
/ƻǳƴǘȅύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻƘƻƴƻ hΩƻŘƘŀƳ Indian 
Tribe 

924,786 

Copper Basin (CB-formerly known as 
the Drug and Alcohol Awareness and 
Prevention Community Alliance) 

Cities of: Claypool, Globe, Miami (Gila 
County) 

11,331 

Making Alliances through 
Neighborhood Organizing (MANO-
formerly known as the Excelencia Drug 
Prevention Community Coalition) 

City of: Phoenix (boundaries are 16th St., 
north to Indian School Rd., east to 32nd 
St., north to Lincoln Dr., east to 40th St., 
south to Roosevelt St./Fillmore St. and 
west to 16th St. 

67,107 

Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
  

City of: Sacaton (Parts of Maricopa and 
Pinal Counties) and the Gila River (Pima) 
Indian Tribe 

18,400 

Southeastern Arizona Behavioral 
Health Services (SEABHS) 

Cities of: Benson, Bisbee, Douglas, 
Huachuca City, Sierra Vista, Tombstone, 
and Willcox (Cochise County); Pima, 
Safford, Thatcher (Graham County); 
Clifton, Duncan, Morenci (Greenlee 
County); Amado, Elgin, Nogales, 
Patagonia, Rio Rico, Sonoita, Tubac 
(Santa Cruz County) 

221,775 

Tres Pueblos (TP) Cities of: Casa Grande, Coolidge, Eloy 
(Pinal County) 

59,940 

Williams Alliance (WA) Cities of: Ash Fork, Parks, Valle, Williams 
(Coconino County) 

10,000 

Yavapai County Substance Abuse 
Coalition (YSAC) 

Cities of: Camp Verde, Chino Valley, 
Clarkdale, Cottonwood, Dewey-
Humboldt, Jerome, Prescott Valley, 

220,000 
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Sedona (Yavapai County) 
Note. Population totals based on data supplied by grantees in Phase II applications. 

TRIBAL CAPACITY COHORTS I AND II 

 Coalition Geographic Area(s)* Population** 

Ak-Chin Indian Community 
(ACIC) 

City of: Maricopa, AZ  742 

Ft. McDowell Yavapai Nation 
(FMYN) 

Communities of: Fountain Hills, 
Mesa, Phoenix, Rio Verde, 
Scottsdale 

848 

Hopi Tribe (HOPI) Villages of: Bakabi, First Mesa 
Consolidated Villages, 
Kykotsmovi, Mishongnovi, 
Sipaulovi, Upper Moenkopi 

6,946 

Hualapai Tribe (HUAL) Cities of: Kingman and Peach 
Springs, AZ  

2,373 

Navajo Nation (NN) Communities of: Pinon, AZ and 
Halchita, UT** 

5,358 

Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PY) 
(Includes Tucson {PYT} and 
Guadalupe {PYG}) 

Communities of: Barrio Libre, 
Guadalupe, Marana, New 
Pascua, Old Pascua 

13,119 

San Carlos Apache Tribe (SCAT) San Carlos Apache Reservation 11,916 

Urban Indian Coalition of  
Arizona (UICAZ) 

Cities of: Flagstaff, Phoenix, and 
Tucson, AZ 

92,628 

*For purposes of the SPF SIG Project, these are the prƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŜΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

**Population totals based on data supplied by grantees in their applications or from the Census 2000. 

SPF SIG COHORT II 

Coalition Geographic Area(s) Population* 

Apache Christian Training 
School (ACTS) 

Cities of: Cibecue, East Fork, Fort 
Apache, White River, AZ  

97,470 

Lake Havasu-AZYP (LH) City of: Lake Havasu City, AZ  155,032 

Parker Area Alliance for 
Community Empowerment 
(PAACE) 

City of: Parker, AZ; Colorado 
Indian Tribe Reservation 

19,715 

Partnership for Drug-Free 
America (PFDA) 

Cities of: San Luis, Somerton, 
Yuma, AZ  

160,026 

*County population numbers. 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

COMMUNITY READINESS ASSESSMENT 
SURVEY OF COMMUNITY LEADERS 

 
Thank you for your willingness to participate in this survey!  The following questions ask for 

your opinion on how ready your community is to engage in a variety of prevention activities.  

Please answer the questions as best as you can based on what you know about your 

community.  Each item will ask you to refer to a specific issue and community.  Please use the 

issue, community, and coalition indicated in your cover letter to complete this survey.  

When completing the survey, please fill in the circle next to your selection with black ink or 

pencil:  

 

 

Please indicate the Coalition that is conducting this survey as found in your cover letter: 

ò Ak-Chin Indian Community  

ò Apache Christian  

ò Coalition for Successful Youth 
Development  

ò Coconino County Alliance Against 
Drugs  

ò Community Prevention Coalition  

ò Copper Basin Coalition  

ò Gila River Prevention Coalition  

ò Hopi Alliance Against Substance 
Abuse (HAASA)  

ò Hualapai Tribe  

ò Making Alliances through 
Neighborhood Organizing (MANO)  

ò  MATForce/Yavapai County 
Substance Abuse Coalition  

 

ò  Navajo Nation/Kayenta Suicide 
Prevention Taskforce  

ò Parker Area Alliance for Community 
Empowerment (PAACE)  

ò Pascua Yaqui Tribe- Guadalupe  

ò Pascua Yaqui Tribe- Tucson  

ò SEABHS- Bylas  

ò SEABHS- Santa Cruz  

ò SEABHS- WASA  

ò Tres Pueblos- Casa Grande  

ò Tres Pueblos- Coolidge  

ò Tres Pueblos- Eloy  

ò Williams Alliance Against Drug 
Abuse  

ò Young Adult Development Authority 
of Havasu  

ò Yuma County Anti Drug Coalition 
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Are you a member of the Coalition you checked?   

        ò  No 

        ò  Yes 

 
Please use the space below to write in the target issue provided on your cover letter.  This will be the issue that you will 
refer to in each of the remaining questions. 
 

 
Please use the space below to write in the community provided on your cover letter.  This is the community you will 
refer to in each of the remaining question. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 
1. Using a scale from 1-9, how much of a concern is the issue in your community, with 1 being 'no concern' and 9 being 
'very large concern'? 

No concern    
Moderate 
concern    

Very large 
concern 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

 

2. Using a scale from 1-9, how would you rate the existing prevention efforts for the issue in your community with 1 

ōŜƛƴƎ άƴƻ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎέ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ άǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜέΚ 

No 
awareness 
of the need 
for efforts    

Efforts are 
being 

planned    

Several 
efforts are in 

place 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

 

3. Using a scale from 1-9, how would you rate the strength of prevention efforts for the issue in your community with 1 

ōŜƛƴƎ άƴƻ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŜȄƛǎǘέ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ άǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀǿƘƛƭŜέΚ 

No efforts 
exist    

Somewhat 
strong 
efforts    

Very strong 
efforts 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 



      
 

71 
 

Arizona 2010 Strategic P revention Framework State Incentive Grant Final Report  

 

4. Using a scale from 1-9, how would you rate the evaluation of existing prevention efforts for the issue in your 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ м ōŜƛƴƎ άƴƻ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎέ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ άǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣ 

ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎέΚ 

No 
awareness 
of the need 

to test  
efforts for 

effectiveness    

Tests for 
effectiveness 

are being 
planned    

Efforts are 
being tested 

for 
effectiveness 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
         

5. Using a scale from 1-9, how would you rate the sophistication of the evaluation (e.g., tests of effectiveness) for 

prevention efforts in the community? 

No 
evaluation is 

in place    
Somewhat 

sophisticated    
Very 

sophisticated 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 

6. Please list the top five prevention programs, activities, services, and policies that are in place in your community for 

the target issue, the purpose of each effort (for example, who they serve, intended outcomes, etc.), and how many 

years they have been in place. 

1) Prevention Effort:  _______________________________________________________ 

Purpose:_______________________________________________________________ 

Length of time in place (in years): __________________________________________ 

2) Prevention Effort:  _______________________________________________________ 

Purpose:_______________________________________________________________ 

Length of time in place (in years): __________________________________________ 

3) Prevention Effort:  _______________________________________________________ 

Purpose:_______________________________________________________________ 

Length of time in place (in years): __________________________________________ 

4) Prevention Effort: _______________________________________________________ 

Purpose:_______________________________________________________________ 
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Length of time in place (in years): __________________________________________ 

5) Prevention Effort:  _______________________________________________________ 

Purpose:_______________________________________________________________ 

Length of time in place (in years): -__________________________________________ 

7. Is there a need to expand prevention efforts for the issue in your community? 

No Yes 5ƻƴΩǘ Yƴƻǿ 
ò  ò  ò  

 

8. Is there planning for additional prevention efforts to address the issue in your community? 

No Yes 5ƻƴΩǘ Yƴƻǿ 
ò  ò  ò  

 

9. Using a scale from 1-9, how aware are people in your community of prevention efforts to address the 

issue, with 1 being 'not aware' and 9 being 'very aware'? 

Not aware    
Somewhat 

aware    Very aware 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
         
         

10. Using a scale from 1-9, how would you rate the community knowledge of prevention efforts to address the issue in 

your community ǿƛǘƘ м ōŜƛƴƎ άƴƻ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎέ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ άǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ 

ǿŜƭƭ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǊƪέΚ 

No 
knowledge 
of the need 
for efforts    

Basic 
knowledge 

about 
efforts    

Specific 
knowledge of 
efforts and 

how well they 
work 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

11. Do you know who the prevention leaders for this issue are in your community? 

No Yes  
 
ò  ò   

 
   
12. List the top three prevention leaders for the issue in your community and to which organization or agency they 

belong. 
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1) Name: ________________________________________________________________ 

Agency/Organization:____________________________________________________ 

2) Name: ________________________________________________________________ 

Agency/Organization:____________________________________________________ 

3) Name: ________________________________________________________________ 

Agency/Organization:___________________________________________________ 

13. Using a scale from 1-9, how important is it to leadership to prevent the issue, with 1 being 'not important' and 9 

being 'very important'? 

Not 
important    

Somewhat 
important    

Very 
important 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

14. Using a scale from 1-9, how would you rate the involvement of community leadership in prevention efforts for the 

issue ǿƛǘƘ м ōŜƛƴƎ άƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎέ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ άƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ 

ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ƳƻŘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅέΚ 

Leaders are 
not involved 

in efforts    

Leaders 
are in the 
planning 

process for 
efforts    

Leaders 
modify 

support for 
efforts based 
on how they 

work 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

15. Would the leadership in your community support additional prevention efforts for the issue? 

No Yes 5ƻƴΩǘ Yƴƻǿ 
 
ò  ò  ò  
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16. Using a scale from 1-9, how would you rate the community concern ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ м ōŜƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾailing 

ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΣ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴƻǘƛŎŜŘΣ ƻǊ ƛǎ ƻǾŜǊƭƻƻƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ άŀƭƭ ƳŀƧƻǊ 

ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜέΚ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

17. Using a scale from 1-9, how important is it to your community to prevent the issue, with 1 being 'not 

important' and 9 being 'very important'? 
Not 

important    
Somewhat 
important    

Very 
important 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

18. Using a scale from 1-9, how often do members of your community think that the issue should be 

tolerated? 
Never 

tolerated 
under any 

circumstances    
Sometimes 
tolerated    

Always 
tolerated 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

19. Using a scale from 1-9, how supportive are the people in your community of prevention efforts to address the 

issue, with 1 being 'not supportive' and 9 being 'very supportive'? 

Not 
supportive    

Somewhat 
supportive    

Very 
supportive 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

20. Using a scale from 1-9, how does the community feel about its ability to address the issue, with 1 being ΨǘƘŜ 

community believes it cannot do anything about the issue' and 9 being ΨǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 

ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΩ?  

No ability    

Moderate 
level of 
ability    

High level of 
ability 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
         
         

 

It is not a 
concern    

There is 
modest 
concern     

The 
community 

is highly 
concerned 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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21. Using a scale from 1-9, how knowledgeable are members of your community about how many people are affected 

by the issue with 1 being ΨǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΩ and 9 being 'the community has specific 

knowledge about how many people are affected at the local level '? 

No 
knowledge    

Knowledge 
of general 

information    

Knowledge 
of specific 
local level 

information 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

22. Using a scale from 1-9, how knowledgeable are members of your community about the consequences of the issue 

ǿƛǘƘ м ōŜƛƴƎ άƴƻ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜέ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ άƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ 

ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎέΚ 

No 
knowledge of 
consequences     

General 
knowledge of  
consequences    

Knowledge of 
specific local 

level 
consequences 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

23. Using a scale from 1-9, how knowledgeable are members of your community about causes leading to the issue, 

with 1 being Ψƴƻ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ' and 9 being 'knowledge of specific local level causes'? 

No 
knowledge 
of causes    

General 
knowledge 
of causes    

Knowledge 
of specific 
local level 

causes 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
 
         

24. Is local data on the issue available in your community? 

No Yes 5ƻƴΩǘ Yƴƻǿ 
ò  ò  ò  

 

25. Is enough local data on the issue available in your community? 

No Yes DonΩǘ Yƴƻǿ 
ò  ò  ò  

 

26. In which area(s) is more local data needed on the issue in your community? 

 ________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

27. Using a scale from 1-9, how much does the local media contribute to inform and educate your community on the 

issue, with 1 being 'no contribution' and 9 being 'extensive contribution'? 

No 
contribution    

Moderate 
contribution    

Extensive 
contribution 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

28. Using a scale from 1-9, rate the following public health issues on the number of problems they cause in 
ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ м ōŜƛƴƎ ΨŎŀǳǎŜǎ ƴƻ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΩ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ ΨŎŀǳǎŜǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΩΥ 

 Causes no 
problems 

     Causes many 
problems 

5ƻƴΩǘ 
Know 

Suicidal behavior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Depression 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Alcohol and substance abuse 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

HIV/AIDS/STDs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Sexual assault / Relationship 
Violence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Violent crime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Juvenile Delinquency 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Anxiety / Stress 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Grief / Loss 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Teen Pregnancy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Child Abuse 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 
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29.  On a scale from 1 to 9, rate the following substances on the number of problems they cause in your community, 

with 1 being 'causing no problems' and 9 being 'causing many problems'. 

 Causes no 
problems 

     Causes many 
problems 

5ƻƴΩǘ 
Know 

Alcohol 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Cocaine/Crack 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Hallucinogens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Heroin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Inhalants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Marijuana 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Methamphetamine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Prescription Drugs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

ΨwŀǾŜ 5ǊǳƎǎΩ όŜΦƎΦΣ 9ŎǎǘŀǎȅΣ DI.ύ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

Tobacco 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ò 

 

30. Using a scale from 1-9, what is the level of expertise, training, and/or skill among the prevention program staff 

related to the issue in your community, with 1 being 'no expertise' and 9 being 'extensive expertise'? 

No expertise    
Moderate 
expertise    

Extensive 
expertise 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
         

 

31. Using a scale from 1-9, how supportive are the local businesses in your community of prevention efforts to address 

the issue (such as volunteering time, making financial donations, providing space, etc.), with 1 being 'not supportive' and 

9 being 'very supportive'? 

Not 
supportive    

Somewhat 
supportive    

Very 
supportive 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

32. Using a scale from 1-9, how much collaboration occurs among public and private agencies involved in prevention to 

address the issue, with 1 being 'no collaboration' and 9 being 'extensive collaboration'? 

No 
collaboration    

Moderate 
collaboration    

Extensive 
collaboration 

   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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33. Using a scale from 1-9, how would you rate the available resources related to the issue in your community with 1 

ōŜƛƴƎ άǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜέ ŀƴŘ ф ōŜƛƴƎ άǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ 

secure support for programs and activities, and there are substaƴǘƛŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎέΚ 

No 
awareness of 
the need for 
resources    

Some are 
looking 

into 
available 
resources    

Substantial 
support and 
resources for 
current and 
new efforts 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

34. On a scale from 1 to 9, rate your knowledge of prevention efforts for the issue in your community, with 1 being 'no 

knowledge' and 9 being 'extensive knowledge.Ω  

No 
knowledge    

Some 
knowledge    

Extensive 
knowledge 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

35. Please indicate your gender: 

Male Female Transgender 
ò  ò  ò  

 

36. Please indicate your race: 

  ò  African-American / Black 

  ò  Asian-American / Asian 

  ò  Native American 

  ò  Pacific Islander 
  ò  Caucasian / White 

 ò  Multi-racial 
  ò  Other: _________________________________ 

 

37. Please indicate your ethnicity 

  ò Hispanic / Latino 

  ò Not Hispanic 

 

38. How long have you lived in this community (in years)? 

  ò I have lived in this community for __________ years 

  ò I do not live in this community 
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39. How long have you worked in this community (in years)? 

  ò I have worked in this community for __________ years 

  ò I do not work in this community 

 

40. Which of the following categories best describes the sector of the community you represent? (Please choose only 

one category.)  

  ò  Youth  

  ò  Community resident, family member 

  ò  Business  
  ò  Media  

 ò  Schools and education 

  ò  Youth-serving organizations 

  ò  Law enforcement agencies 

  ò  Faith-based organizations  
  ò  Civic and volunteer groups 
  ò  Healthcare professionals 
  ò  State, local, or tribal governmental agencies 
  ò  Behavioral health, prevention, or recovery 

  ò  Other: 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey! 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

COALITION FUNCTIONING SURVEY 

 

 

This questionnaire asks questions about different aspects of your coalition.  It will take about 15 minutes to 

complete.  The questionnaire allows you to express your opinions and provide information about your 

experiences anonymouslyτyour name is not attached in any way to the responses you give.  By answering the 

questions, you will help your coalition learn about its strengths and weaknesses, and about steps your 

coalition can take in order to improve the collaboration process.  The answers that people in your coalition 

give will be used to generate a report for your partnership.  Only the people in your coalition will have access 

to this report. 

 

There are no right or wrong answers to the questions.  Thoughtful and honest responses will give your 

coalition the most valuable information.  Please answer every question.  Most of the time, you will be allowed 

to check only one answer per question. 

 

This survey is adapted from the Partnership Self-Assessment Tool developed by the Center for the 

Advancement of Collaborative Strategies in Health (CACSH).  It is available online and free of charge through 

CACSH at The New York Academy of Medicine with funding from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation.  More 

information is available at www.partnershiptool.net. 

 

If you have any questions about the survey, please contact the SPF SIG Evaluation Team, at Pima Prevention 

Partnership at 1-866-476-5777 or SPFSIG@thepartnership.us. 

 

 

Survey instructions 

 

Please mark only ONE response for each question, unless otherwise stated.  Please make sure to complete ALL 

questions.  Make sure your answers are marked clearly and if you need to erase an answer, please make sure 

that your correct answer is marked clearly. 

 

Thank you for your time and participation!

Synergy 

 

Please think about the people and organizations that are participants in your coalition. 

 

mailto:SPFSIG@thepartnership.us


      
 

81 
 

Arizona 2010 Strategic P revention Framework State Incentive Grant Final Report  

Question 

Extremely 

well 
Very well 

Somewhat 

well 

Not so 

well 

Not well 

at all 

A. By working together, how well are the 
partners able to identify new and creative 
ways to solve problems? 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

B. By working together, how well are 
these partners able to include the views 
and priorities of the people affected by 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΚ 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

C. By working together, how well are 
these partners able to develop goals that 
are widely understood and supported 
among partners? 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

D. By working together, how well are 
these partners able to identify how 
different services and programs in the 
community relate to the problems the 
coalition is trying to address? 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

E. By working together, how well are 
these partners able to respond to the 
needs and problems of the community? 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

F. By working together, how well are 
your partners able to implement 
strategies that are most likely to work in 
the community? 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

G. By working together, how well are 
these partners able to obtain support 
from individuals and organizations in the 
community that can either block the 
ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ƻǊ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜƳ ƳƻǾŜ 
forward? 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

H. By working together, how well are 
these partners able to carry out 
comprehensive activities that connect 
multiple services, programs, or systems? 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

I. By working together, how well are 
these partners able to clearly 
communicate to people in the community 
Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ 
problems that are important to them? 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 
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Leadership 

Please think about all of the people who provide either formal or informal leadership in your 

coalition. 

 

Please rate the total effectiveness ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎΥ 

Question 
Excellent 

Very 

good 
Good Fair Poor 

5ƻƴΩǘ 

know 

A. Taking responsibility for the coalition ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

B. Inspiring or motivating people 
involved in the coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

C. Empowering people involved in the 
coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

D. Communicating the vision of the 
coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

E. Working to develop a common 
language within the coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

F. Fostering respect, trust, 
inclusiveness and openness in the 
coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

G. Creating an environment where 
differences of opinion can be voiced 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

H. Resolving conflict among partners ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

I. Combining the perspectives, 
resources and skills of partners 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

J. Helping the coalition be creative and 
look at things differently 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

K. Recruiting diverse people and 
organizations into the coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 
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Administration and Management 

Now, we would like you to think about the administrative and management activities in your 

coalition.  Please rate the effectiveness of your coalition in carrying out each of the following 

activities: 

 

Please rate the effectiveness of your coalition in:  

Question 
Excellent 

Very 

good 
Good Fair Poor 

5ƻƴΩǘ 

know 

A. Coordinating communication among 
partners 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

B. Coordinating communication with 
people and organizations outside the 
coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

C. Organizing coalition activities, 
including meetings and projects 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

D. Applying for and managing grants 
and funds 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

E. Preparing materials that inform 
partners and help them make timely 
decisions 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

F. Performing secretarial duties 
¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

G. Providing orientation to new 
partners as they join the coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

H. Evaluating the progress and impact 
of the coalition 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

I. Minimizing the barriers to 
participation in the coalition's 
meetings and activities (e.g., by 
holding them at convenient places 
and times, and by providing 
transportation and childcare) 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 
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Non-financial Resources 
 

A coalition needs non-financial resources in order to work effectively and achieve its goals.   

For each of the following types of resources, to what extent does your coalition have what it 

needs to work effectively? 

Question 

Χ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ 

All Most Some 
Almost 

none 
None 

5ƻƴΩǘ 

know 

A. Skills and expertise (e.g., leadership, 
administration, evaluation, law, public 
policy, cultural competency, training, 
community organizing) 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

B. Data and information (e.g., statistical 
data, information about community 
perceptions, values, resources, and 
politics) 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

C. Connections to target populations ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

D. Connections to political decision-
makers, government agencies, other 
organizations/groups 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

E. Legitimacy and credibility 
¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 

F. Influence and ability to bring people 
together for meetings and activities 

¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ ¹ 
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Optional Satisfaction Survey 

The following section is optional for you to complete.  Please determine if you are already 

gathering this information with another survey that your coalition currently uses.  If you do not 

have an instrument currently in use which measures the level of satisfaction of your coalition 

members, proceed to the next section.  Please be sure to have all your coalition members 

complete this section (or leave it blank) based on your current data collection practices. 

Satisfaction with Participation 

A. How satisfied are you with the way the people and organizations in the coalition work 
together? 
¹ Completely satisfied 
¹ Mostly satisfied 
¹ Somewhat satisfied 
¹ A little satisfied 
¹ Not at all satisfied 

B. How satisfied are you with your influence in the coalition? 
¹ Completely satisfied 
¹ Mostly satisfied 
¹ Somewhat satisfied 
¹ A little satisfied 
¹ Not at all satisfied 

C. How satisfied are you with your role in the coalition? 
¹ Completely satisfied 
¹ Mostly satisfied 
¹ Somewhat satisfied 
¹ A little satisfied 
¹ Not at all satisfied 

D. How satisfied are you with the coalition's plans for achieving its goals? 
¹ Completely satisfied 
¹ Mostly satisfied 
¹ Somewhat satisfied 
¹ A little satisfied 
¹ Not at all satisfied 

E. How satisfied are you with the way the coalition is implementing its plans? 
¹ Completely satisfied 
¹ Mostly satisfied 
¹ Somewhat satisfied 
¹ A little satisfied 
¹ Not at all satisfied 

The survey is complete.  Please return it to the facilitator. 
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Thank you very much for your time and input in completing this survey. 
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APPENDIX 4 
ARIZONA SOCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS 

INTERVIEW DIALOGUE AND QUESTIONS 
 

Introduction: 
This survey is a Network Analysis of Arizona Underage Drinking Prevention Organizations. The 
purpose of the survey is to describe network relationships between state and community 
organizations that work to reduce underage drinking in Arizona. We are doing this as part of an 
infraǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ¸ƻǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ CŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΦ 

 LΩƭƭ ōŜ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ȅƻǳ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƭƛǎǘ 
of other state and community organizations.  This interview should last about 40-45 minutes in 
ƭŜƴƎǘƘΦ  ¸ƻǳ Ƴŀȅ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǎƻƳŜ ƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΣ LΩƭƭ 
take written notes to help me review what is said.  

 Any questions you have will be answered and you may withdraw from the survey at any 
time. There are no known risks from your participation and no direct benefit from your 
participation is expected. There is no cost to you except for your time and you will not be 
compensated for your participation.  If at any time during the interview you express concerns 
ŀōƻǳǘ ȅƻǳǊ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƻǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ LΩƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ȅƻǳ ǿƛƭƭ ŀ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŀƭ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ŀǎ 
necessary. 

 By participating in the interview, you are giving permission for me to use this 
information for the project.  How does this sound to you?  What questions do you have about 
the interviŜǿΚ  DǊŜŀǘΦ  [ŜǘΩǎ ƎŜǘ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘΦ 

Interview Questions:  

I am going to ask you a series of three questions regarding your organization's relationship with 
a list of other organizations.  Please consider your answers in the context of last year, or 
between July, 2005 and July 2006. 

(The following Questions 2-4 will be repeated for each agency on the list until the list is 
completed.) 

1. Do you provide resources to [org]?  What sorts of resources? How often? 
2. Do you provide or receive resources from [org]?  What sorts of resources? How often? 
3. Do you collaborate with [org]?  What sort of collaboration?  How often? 
4. Do you provide information to [org]?  What sort of information?  How often? 
5. Do you receive information from [org]?  What sort of information?  How often? 

 

¢Ƙŀƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΦ ²ŜΩƭƭ ƭŜǘ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŜƴ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ 
findings is available to the public. 
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APPENDIX 5 
 

ARIZONA SOCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS 
LIST OF ALL NETWORK MEMBERS INCLUDED 

Organization       Category        Location 

ACJC ς Arizona Criminal Justice Commission  State agency Phoenix 

ADE ς Arizona Dept. of Education State agency Phoenix 

ADHS-DBHS ς Arizona Dept. of Health Services, Div. of 
Behavioral Health Services 

State agency Phoenix 

ADHS-BPHS ς Arizona Dept. of Health Services, Div. Pub. 
Hlth Statistics 

State agency Phoenix 

ADJC ς Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections State agency Phoenix 

AOC ς Arizona Office of the Courts State agency Phoenix 

APRC ς Arizona Prevention Resource Center State agency Phoenix 

ASLB ς Arizona State Liquor Board State agency Phoenix 

AzDLLC ς Arizona Dept. of Liquor License and Control State agency Phoenix 

AZIHE ς Arizona Institutions of Higher Education State agency Tucson 

DES ς Dept. of Economic Security State agency Phoenix 

DPS ς Dept. of Public Safety State agency Phoenix 

GOCYF-DSAP ς DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ¸ƻǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ 
Families, Div. of Substance Abuse Policy 

State agency Phoenix 

GOHS ς DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ {ŀŦŜǘȅ State agency Phoenix 

OAG ς Arizona Office of the Attorney General State agency Phoenix 

MADD ς Arizona Mothers Against Drunk Driving State-level advocacy organization Phoenix 

SADD ς Arizona Students Against Destructive Decisions State-level advocacy organization Phoenix 

ACTS ς WMAT Apache Christian Training School, White 
Mountain Apache Tribe 

Tribal community-based prevention coalition  

AJC ς Adelante Juntos Coalition Community-based prevention coalition San Manuel 

Ak-Chin ς Ak-Chin Indian Community  Tribal community-based prevention coalition Maricopa 

Amistades Substance Abuse Prevention Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Tucson 

AzYP ς Arizona Youth Partnership Community-based prevention coalition Tucson 

CAUDSA ς Communities Against Underage Drinking 
Coalition 

Community-based prevention coalition Tempe 

CCSAC ς Cochise County Substance Abuse Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Flagstaff 

CGA ς Casa Grande Alliance Community-based prevention coalition Casa Grande 

Coolidge ς Coolidge Youth Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Coolidge 

COPE ς Community Outreach Prevention Education 
Coalition (Terros) 

Community-based prevention coalition Phoenix 

Copper Basin ς Copper Basin Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Globe 

CPSA ς Community Partnership of Southern Arizona For-profit health organization Tucson 

DAAPCA ς Drug & Alcohol Prevention Community 
Alliance 

Community-based prevention coalition Globe 

EGAAD ς 9ƭƻȅ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜ !Ǝŀƛƴǎǘ 5ǊǳƎǎ Community-based prevention coalition Eloy 

Florence ς Florence Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Florence 

Magellan Health Services For-profit health organization Phoenix 

MANO Coalition ς Chicanos Por La Causa, Phoenix Community-based prevention coalition Phoenix 

CASA ς Citizens Against Substance Abuse Community-based prevention coalition Flagstaff 

CYSD ς Coalition For Successful Youth Development Community-based prevention coalition Kingman 

CPC ς Community Prevention Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Tucson 

KWS ς Kino Weed and Seed Community-based prevention coalition Tucson 

FMYN ς Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Coalition Tribal community-based prevention coalition Fort McDowell 
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Organization       Category        Location 
GRIC ς Gila River Prevention Coalition, Gila River Indian 

Community 
Tribal community-based prevention coalition Sacaton 

GCAMC ς Graham County Anti-Meth Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Safford 

GSSAC ς Greater Sedona Substance Abuse Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Sedona 

Guadalupe PYN ς Guadalupe Prevention Partnership 
Coalition, Pascua Yaqui Nation 

Tribal community-based prevention coalition Guadalupe 

HAASA ς Hopi Alliance Against Substance Abuse Tribal community-based prevention coalition Kykotsmovi 

Havasu ς CLEAN Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Lake Havasu 

ICAN Community-based prevention coalition Chandler 

Marana NW ς Marana Northwest Community 
Partnerships Coalition 

Community-based prevention coalition Marana 

MPA ς Mesa Prevention Alliance Community-based prevention coalition Mesa 

NARBHA ς Northern Arizona Regional Behavioral Health 
System 

For-profit health organization Flagstaff 

NavNat ς Navajo Nation DBHS Tribal community-based prevention coalition Chinle 

OMS ς One More Step Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Casa Grande 

PAACE ς Parker Area Alliance for Community 
Empowerment 

Community-based prevention coalition Parker 

PDFA ς Partnership for a Drug Free Arizona Community-based prevention coalition Yuma 

PIC ς Phoenix Indian Center Community-based prevention coalition Phoenix 

PPP ς Pima Prevention Partnership Community-based prevention coalition Tucson 

PCTCAPT ς Pima County-Tucson Commission on 
Addiction Prevention and Treatment 

Community-based prevention coalition Tucson 

SEABHS ς Southeastern Arizona Behavioral Health 
Services, Inc. 

For-profit health organization Sierra Vista 

SCCMTF ς Santa Cruz County Meth Task Force Community-based prevention coalition Nogales 

STEPP Bylas ς STEPP Coalition, San Carlos Apache Tribe Tribal community-based prevention coalition Bylas 

STEPP SC ς STEPP Coalition, San Carlos Apache Tribe Tribal community-based prevention coalition San Carlos 

Superior ς Superior Substance Abuse Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Superior 

TCSP ς Tribe Centered Spirit Program, Pascua Yaqui 
Nation 

Tribal community-based prevention coalition Tucson 

Tempe ς City of Tempe Community-based prevention coalition Tempe 

UA Coalition ς UA Campus and Community Coalition for 
Alcohol and Other Drug Prevention 

Community-based prevention coalition Tucson 

UDDUP ς Underage Drinking and Drug Use Project, 
Hualapai Tribe 

Tribal community-based prevention coalition Peach Springs 

YCSAC ς Yavapai County Substance Abuse Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Prescott 

WA ς Williams Alliance Community-based prevention coalition Williams 

WASA ς Willcox Against Substance Abuse Community-based prevention coalition Willcox 

WORKS ς South Mountain WORKS Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Phoenix 

WOW ς Way Out West Coalition Community-based prevention coalition Buckeye 

WVC ς West Valley Coalition to Prevent Underage 
Drinking 

Community-based prevention coalition Glendale 

YA ς Youth Advocates Community-based prevention coalition Sierra Vista 
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APPENDIX 6 
 

CITY OF ELOY SOCIAL HOST ORDINANCE 
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