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¢ KS D2 @S NJy 2chiéen, Notithid G&nilid Wision for Substance Abuse Politye(GOCY-BSAP) works to
develop and enrich the delivery of substance abuse education, prevention, and treatment services throughout Arizon:
To this end, the Strategic Prevention Framework State Ince@ramt (SPF SIG) has been productively implemented in
Arizona bythe GOCYISAPBY the end of Yedfourof the Arizona SPF SGsant ending September 30, 2008e state

of Arizona saw important changes to its substance use prevention infrastructuiealcsteps taken by communities
throughout the stateand important progress to the reduction of substance use and its consequences.

In October 2004 KS | NAT 2y | D2 @SNy 2M\IPA SlGranffranOtBe Sabistancel AbuseNdRdSMRentd
Health Serices Administration (SAMHSA). The SPF SIG grants ayedivanfrastructure grants administered by
{lal{!Qa /SY(iSNJ ¥F2NJ {dzoadlyOS ! 06dzasS t NBGSyiaAz2y o/ {!1t
systems at the state and community levelt LINB @Sy i ' yR NBRdzOS dzy RSN} IS RNRY ]
R

9SG grant is coordinated through tH@OCYDSAR I'NAT 2yl Qa 3INI Yyd | g l-yeapefiog fiomf S
October 2004 through September 2009.

Key Outcomes in Year Four:

V The Arizona Substance Abuse PartnershinSAP exceeded its mandate for quarterly meetings, and
demonstrated high levels of member agency engagement
Building upon the successful creation of ASAP in Year Téiae;level implementation of the SPEIG was
integrated into a structured and comprehensive effort to address substance abuse issues through the coordinate
efforts of state prevention, treatment, and enforcement agencies.

V Datadriven decision making, planning, and policy development wdoemalized and institutionally supported
through ASAResulting in crosssystems collabmation and significant outcomes
Datadriven decision making was a 2008 ASAP Strategic Focus Area, resulting in numerous improvements to st
data systems infrastruare. TheSubstance Abuse Epidemiology Work Group (Epi Work Grmminued to
inform planning efforts at both the state and community levels with current substance abuse data. The Emergin
Issues Subcommittee was formed to track the newest trends bstance use statewide Formal mechanisms
such as the establishment of ASAP Strategic Focus Areas, Executive Action EEéfBg)sand the Project
Investment Justification for Substance Abuse ProgrdRIISAR supported data-driven planning, financial
stewardship, anéccountability for outcomes.

V The state increased coordination with and funding for tribes
Through the efforts of ASAP member agencies, tribes became increasingly involved in coordinated la
enforcement efforts and intelligence shaginThe GOCY4DSAPsuccessfully contracted eight tribal coalitions to
implement the SPF.

V State agncies and communitiegicreased their use otvidencebasedpractices
Far more evidencbased practices were reported in Year Four than in previous yedise GOCYBSAP
encouraged and supported the useefidencebasedpractices through technical assistance provision and funding
requirements.



The state increased accountability feneasurable outcomes:

EABsand annual outcome reports required of ASAP and its committees focused on public accountability anc
reporting of progress and outcomes. New requirements for quarterly reporting of standardized benchmark date
were instituted with althe GOCYdSARundedcommunity coalitions.

Coalitionfunctioningwasassessed:
Coalitions demonstrat high levels of functioning in two critical domains of coalition function®gnergyand
Leadership Effectiveness.

Coalitions addressed the State Underage Drink{lbAD)PreventionCommittee goals at the community level

All coalitions made progress on three specific goals: advocHinogigh the mediaseeking stable funding; and
advocatingfor policy changeDraw the Linematerials were translated into Spanish for exgad use in more
Arizona communities.

Community coalitions across Arizona implemented environmentaibgegies to reduce substancebase:
Coalitions exceed expectations by identifying 67 environmiesitategies for implementatiomand five coalitions
competed at least one environmental strategy, with most being loegn efforts.

Community substance use prevention coalitiomgere strengthened or created across the state:

Participating Arizona SPF SIG coalitiep®rt improvements in the communitievel prevention infrastructure, in
comparison to the previous reporting year. Social Network Ana(gdig\yeveals that he network is larger and
more connected among its members. This means that all members are collaborating and sharing resources a
information with higher numbers of other members within the network.

Some Recommendations for the Future:

The following recommendations are indicated in order to sustain the positive chamags to date:

1.
2.

5
6.
7
8

Develop sustained efforts among members of thimte prevention network

Further increase collaboration and the sharing of resources and information among members of the state
prevention network

Create a state transitional plan for the sustainability of the Strategic Prevention Framework communit
coalition efforts in Arizona

Ersure that unspent SPFSIGc@&r@SNJ Fdzy RAy3 A& SELISYRSR (2 FdzNI KSN
substance abuse issues in Arizona

Continue support for the Arizona Substance Abuse Partnership (ASAP)
Emphasizeenvironmental $rategies
Provide targeted technical assistance aneining for identified needs

Coordinate acrossystems forsustainability

The details regardinthe previous highlights and recommendations are included in this report.



The SPF SIG grants arepear infrastructure grants awarded to statbg SAMHSASAPenabling the development of
sustainable systems at the state and community levels to prevent and reduce underage drinking and substance abu:
The Arizoa SPF Sigant award totaled $11 million for a fiwgear period from Octobet, 2004 through Septembe30,

2009 and iscoordinated througtthe GOCY4BSAP

SAMHSA requires that everRISSl@rantee complete thdive stepsof the SPFat both the stateand community levels
1) needs assessment; 2) capacity building; 3) strategic planning; 4) implemengatith);evaluation. Inmplementing
the SPF, states and communitie® a&xpected to use @ublic health approach for populatielevel assessmentand
communitylevel changefocusing onifespan and population interventiondat target both youth and adultsvith a
comprehensivearray of programs, policies, and practiceAt the core of the SPF is the emphasisystematic, data
drivenstrategic panning processes

In the winter of 2005, Arizona completéde State Epidemiological Profile (Epi Profiteytatewide needs assessment,
the results of which informethe development of sstate strategic plan. Two goals weadentified in the EpProfile: 1)
conduct a statewide underage drinking prevention initiatiead 2) improve state and communitylevel substance
abuse preventiorinfrastructure by focusing on problematic drinking and illicit drug use for youth and young adults.

Pima Preventin Partnership (PPP) was contracted@®YCEo provide technical assistance and evaluation support and
training to the community coalitions. This consists of regional trainings anebimoea@e technical assistance via
telephone, email, or ifperson. Evalation services are also provided to assess overall project effectiveness across state
community, and tribal levels. Improved state prevention infrastructure and lower prevalence rates in problematic
drinking and youth illicit drug use are the criticabblem areas on which evaluation services were focused. The
F2tft26Ay3 StSYSyita oSNB AyO2NlLRNXYGISR Ayaz GKS S@I f dz
prevention infrastructure features before, during, and after SPF SIG implementadgsessment of state and
community implementation of the five SPF steps; monitoring of changes in community and statewide epidemiologice
indicators; and measurement of the efficacy of technical assistance provided to communities.

This examinationof B & G 1§ SQa A VHaSKRAr the/stale &ntl Boyhmuidy levels follows the evaluation plan
developed by PPP and approved by GOQSAP at the beginning of the Arizona SPF SIG. The evaioatiqggorates
multiple methodsand data sources to ensure validity of findings, including community and state archival data,
projectdocumentation, observations, surveys, and key informant intervie@usalitative and quantitative analgs were
both employed to describe progress and identify changes over.time



PPPbegan providing technical assistan(EA) and training services t&PF @ntees in August 2006 at state and
community levelsand has continued to serve in that capacity sin&atelevel TA and trainingactivitieshave been
developed in close collaboration withe GOCYISARtaff members.Local community efforthaveinvolvedcoalition
specificefforts between PPP staff and community coalition grantee staff @yalition members. In addition to the
assistance provided by PPP, community coalition grantees took advantage of training and TA opportunities provide
through a number of other sources, including: the GODSRP; the Community Asibirug Coalitions of America
(CADCA)the Arizona Department of Health Serviceivision ofBehavioral Health ServicfaADHSDBHS) R&R
Partners, the developers of the Draw the Line Campaign; other media specialists; and

local level evaluators.

Purpose of technical
assistance and training for
coalitions

State-Level Technical Assistance and Training

Sate-level technical assistance and training activities conductgdPPP staff from

October 1, 2007 through September 30, 208 the SPF SIG included:
e Knowledge and

« Community Assessment and Strategic Planning Training of Trainers, Ph information necessary
March 2008. Attended by &ff from four SPF Sl@rantee representativesin to complete the five
addition to staff representing the Arizona Department of Health Servig SUEES Qi EIEER

. : . Individualized technica
(ADH$and the Arizona Regional Behavioral Health Author{fRBHA : support for coalitions

« Prevention and evaluation workshops ftie 3% Anrual Substance Abuse SR Ol |den.t|f|ed
needsand desires

Conference hosted by the GQCYFDSAPIn Litchfield Park, Arizonan April, | | Idea sharing between
2008. All (100%BPF SIG grantees were represented coalitions and SPE SIC
partners

ADHSCommunity Assessment and Strategic Planning, Training of the Trainer

To expand statewide capacity implement the SPFhe Community Assessment and Strategic Planiiiragning of the
Trainerworkshopwas provided at the request of thaDHSn March 2008 in Phoenix Arizona PPPprovided training

and technical assistande 38 RBHAgepresentatives, including Arizona SPF SIG coalition leaders and coalition staff.
Members and staff fromtwo (2) Arizona SPF SIG coalitions took part iis tiaining Most (76%) of the training
participants hadf Saa GKIy | &SI NI AThiStkalniSgNgroSiged & the equest ofiADHS, yrévidael
participants with the materials and skills necessary to provide SPF Community Assessment and Strategic Plann
trainings in their communities and agencies.

The Training of the TrainefTOT)workshop wasfacilitated by PPP staff, using materials deped by PPP for this
purpose. Thisvorkshop lasted two days, totaling2 tontact hours for38 participants. Methods included a mixture of
lecture, group discussion, and workshop practi@eaining ais includedPowerPoinpresentations, handouts, flipcharts,
and workshop manual bindersAn appendix was included in thveorkshop materials with sample needs assessment
data collection and analysis formpsesented in the workshop#$articipants received €D with materials, presentation
aids, and appendixformation for their use.



Bvaluation resultdrom this workshopshowed that the most usefubpics for participants includedow to conduct a
needs assessmeiind how to usethe SPF logic modelThe TQ workshop successfylincressedlLJr NJi A OA LI y (G &
to train on the SPF, as indicated by the followpagticipant feedback

e 100% of participants felt able to train tl@®@mponents otommunity assessmemind strategic planning

e 100% of participants wadd likelytrain the material in the future

o 95% of participants felt able to train trentire SPF process and the SPF Logic Model

e 71% of participantéound the most usefuhspectof the training was watching/learning additiortahining
techniques andtyles

3rd Annual Arizona Substance Abuse Conference

The ¥ Annual Statewide Substance Abuse ConferedAakiressing Critical Issues and Emerging Trewds held on

April 2930, 2008in Phoenix, Arizona. The conference drew more tB&0 participants and offered22 breakout
sessions and multiple plenary sessi@gmshe topic areas oPrevention Treatmentand Law Enforcement PPP TA staff
worked withthe GOCYIDSARstaff to identify and contact participantnd cevelop theconferenceagenda PPP staff
presented three of the breakout sessions in the Prevention trick ¢ ¢ KS { OA Sy OS ThReTtratedids @ S
Prevention Framework and Environmengievention Strategidsé ¢ KS { OA Sy OS Pdicy AdvaeR W v (i
Local andStte Level¥ ¢  IEffeRiveSociaMarketing: What is it and How do We d®é Conference rticipants
included local, state and federal law enforcement officials, educators, advocates, school resource officers, triba
members, treatment providers, polieyakers and community coalition members.

The GOCYBSAP conducted an evaluation of the conference, results of which are published in a separate repor
GAddressingCritical Issues anBmerging TrendsConferenceEvaluatiom € I A 3KE A 3K ( adiceRhatittie S S
conference was a success, as demonstrated by the findings below:

e 100% of conference attendees responded that the conference was well organized

e 97% of conference attendees felt that the three separate conference tracks were helpful

e 96% of onference attendees agreed with the statement that the content of conference sessions was
appropriate and informative

e 95% of conference attendees would recommend this conference to others

e 92% of conference attendees agreed with the statement that theynkegwinformation at this conference that
will be useful to them in their careers

e 91% of conference attendees plan ttteand this conference next year

Community -Level Technical Assistance and Training

In order to ensureeffective feedback and communication between PPP staff and community coalition grantees, eact
grantee was assigned a singlentact PPP technical advisoiModes of communitylevel technical assistance and
training activities conducted by PPP staff froetdder 1, 200, through September 30, 280for the SPF SIG included:

e Onsite technical assistance and training through a minimum of two visits per year per coalition
¢ Regularcontact via phonend email averaging at leasto contactsper grantee per wek



On-Site Technical Assistance and Training

Between December 200and September 2() all 11 (100%) of th8PF
SIG grantees receivesite visits from PPP staff artie GOCYBSAP
staff. Ste visits were conducted during the months of April, May, a
June, 2007,as coalitions were conducting strategic planning foe

submission of Phasédl lapplicationsdue duing this time A total of29

site visits were conducted with these 11 coalitions throughout the sta
with several coalitions receiving more than one visit based on individ
site needs and requests.

At these site visits, PPP staff addressed commurssgssment efforts,
coalition development issues, strategic planning for Phasuntding,

YR O2FfAGA2YyAQ NBI RA Y &tvilies. Dther
emergent, coalitiorspecific issues identified during these visits we
addressed by PPP staff-site and through followup actions.

Site visits ranged from three to six hours in duration, inctudingtravel
time to and from each sit In all cases, PPP staff met with the progrz
coordinator and fiscal agent for the SPF SIG grantee and, when pos

PPP staff also participated in scheduled coalition meetings.

SITE VISITS

TAstaff met on-site with coalition
members and staff in order to:

Meet with coalition staff
Participate in coalition meetirgy
Conduct specific ogite training
Review Phase Il application
Discuss strategic planning
activities

Identify and discuss upcoming
training needs

Discuss integration of SPF SIG
and AntiMeth Initiative-related
activities

Identify other TA and training
needs

Regular Coalition Contacts

In addition to regular site visits dugrithe contract year, PPP staff &ured that technical assistance was accessible to all
coalitions through a system of regular contact with Arizona SPF SIG coalitions using telephone calls, direct email, grc
teleconferencing, and listserv messagegeragingtwo to four hours of contact per grantee per montin addition,

coalitions were able to access PPP staff or additional information through the duB2¥website, thEPPwebsite

andthrough a tolifree phone line established specifically for the SIEFgBantees.

On average, most Arizona SPF SIG coalitions were in direct telephone or email contact with PPP staff two to four tin
per month. Several coalitions required significantly more contact. These regular coalition contacts usually involve
coachirmg, technical assistance, or feedback to coalition members or grantee staff with emergent local coalition anc
community issues, community assessment, coalition and community development, barrier identification, strategic
planning issues, identifying bestgatices, as well as how to conduct meetings, community forums, community special

events, focus groups, key informant interviews, and surveys.

Often these contacts required PPP staff to foHop/with additional materials and resource information, inchglireb

links, journal articlesiesource addresseand contact information.




The evaluation of the Arizona SPF SI& comprehensive study sesing program progressachievementsand impact

at both state and community leveldNith respect to the state and communitiethe evaluation takes a thregronged
approach that includes: 1) evaluation of the implementation of ##-2) changes to the substance abuse prevention
infrastructure, and 3substance abuse outcomeBhe evaluation o$tate-levelactivitiesand infrastructure development
outcomeswill be reviewed first, followed by the evaluation results for the community leVéiis repot concludes with

I NAT 2yl Q& ome NeaiggNOMDsdbSténce abuse outconiedicatorsfor the state anccommunties.

Il OEUT T AB80 )i bl Ai AT OAOETT 1T &£/ OEA 300AOACEA O0OAOAT OEI

At both the state and community level¥ear Four represented the second consecutive year of implementation and
evaluation, with progress being maintained as necessary in all five steps of theTabBle.2, below, provides an
overview of the differential timelines for SPF implementation by 3tate and the community coalitions in Arizona.

Table 1
Timeline of Arizona SPF Implementation

State Community SPF SIG Process

Steps 13
1. Needs Assessment

Year1l &2 Year2 &3 . o
2. Capacity Building
3. Strategic Planning
Steps 4 &5
Year3 &4 Year3 &4 4. Implementation
5. Evaluation

State-Level Implementation in Arizona Leads to Improvements in the Prevention Infrastructure

The five steps of th&Pmot only provide a proces®If datadriven decision making; the implementation of SPF is also
intended to produce outcomes in théevelopment and enhancement of substance abuse prevention infrastructures.
Figure 1below, shows the domains of infrastructure in relationship to tive tteps of the SPF.



Data Systems
Evaluation/Monitoring

State Organizational Structure
Workforce Development
Data Systems

Sustainability
and
Cultural
Competence

State Organizational Structure Planning
Evidence-Based Practice
Cultural Competence
Systems Sustainability
Financial Stewardship

Evidence-Based Practice

Workforce Development
Cultural Competence

Figure 1 Relationship between the SPF and Domains of Infrastructure Development

Infrastructurerefers to the underlying base or foundation of an organization or sysldra evéuation of Arizonatate-
level prevention infrastructure development hiscusedon the nine domainof infrastructure as defined bhe SPF SIG
National CrossSite Evaluation Pla(BAMHSACSAP, 2006)nformation on infrastructure development was obtained
througha social netwdk survey, statdevel project documentsand observation of statéevel activities. What follows is
an overview of theresults of a social network analysis, showatiginges to theveb of relationships that make up the
prevention infrastructure, followd by a discussion of the majautcomes achieved in each of the nine infrastructure
domains

DOMAINS OF STATE

PREVENTION
INFRASTRUCTURE
e State Organizational
Structure
e Planning

e Data Systems

e Workforce Development
e EvidenceBased Practice
e CulturalCompetence

e Evaluation/Monitoring

e Systems Sustainability
e Financial Stewardship
Source: SAMHSBSAP, 2006




Evaluating Connectivity in the Arizona Substance Abuse Prevention Infrastructure: Social Network
Analysis

Social network analysis isan analytical
technique used to examine relationships
between social actors as a primary varialvle
contrast to traditional methodologies that
focuson the attributes of individuals or groups
(Durland & Fredericks, 2005, fl). SNAis a
particularly useful tool for measing,
mapping, and understanding the dynamics
and structures of relationships, within
complex systems such as state prevention
networks. How well member organizations
interact, share resources, information, and
collaborate plays a large role in the ovéral
effectiveness and efficiency of the system.

GRIC

In a follow up to the 2006 study conducted as
part of the SPF SIG evaluati¢pPP, 2007)
social network data was collected in Year Four G

to measureOK I y384 (G2 | NAI 2yl Q& adoailyo® o

abuse prevention infrastruate through the Figure 2.Collaboratingwithin the Arizona UAD prevention network
evaluation of the relationships between those 2008. Red dots = state agencies, gray =pfofit health care
organizations engaged in the prevention Oforganiza_tions, blue = st_aﬂevel _n_ational advocacy org, black
underage drinking. Underage drinking communitybased prevention coalitions.

prevention was selected as a proxy for

substance abuse prevention efforts in Arizona because it was identified @ority area for the Arizona SPF SIG,
mandated for all funded community coalitions, and emphasized at a state vehe Arizona UADPrevention
Committee. A comparison of this network was made between the network structure as of July 2006 and 8u|se200
Figures 3 and ¥ For a detailed discussion of how the SNA study was implemented in 2006 and 2008, please se
AppendixA.

Key Outcomes of the Network Analysis
The network is larger and more connected among its members.

The network that wasneasured increased in size from 32 to 44 members (37%) between 2006 and 2008, due in larg
part to the inclusion of grantees of the Arizona SPF SIG project. Despite this increase in overall size, the members of
network were significantly more connectedth one another in 2008 than they were in 2006, as measured by network
density across all measures of network functioning. The density of the network for each measure of network functionin
increased by 143% to 388%. This means that all members arbaralling and sharing resources and information with
higher numbers of other members within the network.



The network is less centralized

The network has changed from a more centralized network in 2006 with relatively fewlataeagencies contratig

most of the functions, to a network in 2008 with reduced centrality and higher measures of connectivity between
members. Fewer members of the network are on tperiphery of the network, which would make them less
marginalized and less reliant on camembers to act as power brokers to connect them with other members of the
network (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).

The network is more densely connected
Table 2

The most significant change from 2006 to 2008ompared Densities of Statede Network of UAD Organizations
was the increase in network density across af Arizona

measures of network functioningBetween 2006 | Network Function 2006 2008 Change in
and 2008, the density of the network for eac Density % | Density % | Density
measure of network functioning increased by |@roviding Resources 8.4 23.8 280%
minimum of 143% to a maxium of 388%. This Receiving Resources 6.7 26.0 388%
increase in the general intensity of interactioncollaborating 37.3 53.4 143%
among network members took place even thougtf’roViding Information 28.0 47.7 170%
the network increased in overall size by over 37%.Receiving Information 1.1 23.7 172%

Table 3 showsthat the highest network density was 53.7% for the network when looking at how members of the
network receive information from one anotherln other words, of the 1,936 total possible ct®one connections
between the 44 members of the network, about 1,040 coritets were in place. The network functions, however, that
showed the greatest increases were those involving providing or receiving resoseecBigure ®elow). Compare this

to 2006, when network members reported its highest network density in colldalmoraWhile collaboration still showed

a strong network density at 53.4%, these changes in density across all measures of network functioning show a maturi
network that is increasing the receiving of resources and information among its membefdsee4 below).

Figure 3Network density comparison for 2006 (left) and 2008 (right)Receiving Resourcaestwork
functions within the Arizona UAD prevention network. Red dots = state agencies, gragreffohealth care
organizations, blue = statlevel national advocacy org, black = commuhiised prevention coalitions.



Figure 4Network density comparison for 2006 (left) and 2008 (right)Receiving Informationetwork
functions within the Arizona UAD prevention network. Red dots = state agencies, gragrefiohealth care
organizations, blue = statlevel national advocaayrg, black = communitipased prevention coalitions.

Density sores were used to help identify the besiveness or general intensity of interactianamong the membersf

each measure of network functioning. The density of a nekwsithe ratio of its active intemember connections to the

total number of all possible connections (Wasserman & Faust, 190dnetwork were completely densewhere every
organization interacted with every other organizatioit would have a densityfol00 percent. Higter density scores

are possibly indicative ahore highly decentralized, highly functioning networks, or they may indicate low levels of
coordination and poor functioningLow density scores may be indicative of low interaction andflowtioning, or they

might indicate highly centralized control with few connections necessahe density of a statewide network of public
and private agencies might be reduced by increasing the number, or geographic dispersion around the state, of tt
organizations in it (Krauss, Miler & Luke, 2004).

The network is less centralized

To identify which organizations in the netwowere the most central and therefore involved in more interactions
within the network in-degree and out-degree scores wereused. In-degree describes the number of connections
received by an organizatidnom othersin the network, whereas the oudegree describes the number of connections
initiated by the organizatioroutwardly. The five highest and lowest cdegree and irdegree scores were used as
cutoffs, unless there were twor more with the same cutoff score

Analysis 0f2008 network centrality scores revealed thats in 2006 state-level agencies were the mostentral
organizations across the measures of networkctioning All measures of network functioning showed, however,
decreased centralizatiofhe highestlegrees of centrality related toollaboration and information exchangseeTable
4). Nonprofit, communitybased prevention coalitions were generally tleast central members of the network, as
would be expected.



