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Executive Summary 

 
 The Mesa County Build A Generation applied for and received a 5-year Drug Free 
Communities grant to be able to support existing programs and to begin to reduce some gaps in 
prevention services that has been noted. This report provides an overview of our work and 
community change during this time. 
 The more specialized understanding of substance abuse in Mesa County that evolved 
across the years gave rise to more community-based strategies that have helped to extend 
participants’ understanding of science-based strategies of prevention beyond our initial vision at 
the time of the application. In addition, the process of coalition building has helped to educate 
community members and sector representatives about ways in which they can assist law 
enforcement and other local groups to reduce underage access to illegal substances and to 
consider their roles as models for the behaviors we would like to see in our youth. 
 We anticipated that a member organization was committed to ongoing data collection 
about patterns of youth perceptions and use of illegal substances, and their commitments 
changed.  The limited availability of use data was a severe challenge to our work.  
  The Mesa County Build A Generation has pressured for accountability for actions 
among youth and adults.  Because of a concerted collaborative effort, rates of youth arrests for 
possession and use of illegal substances have risen.  Alcohol education, at least for first 
offenders, is now available in the community.  Residential treatment for youth is not yet locally 
available. 
 As local media representatives came to trust the information provided by the Drug Free 
Mesa County subcommittee of Mesa County Build A Generation, stories and editorials began to 
appear that led to involvement of more community members in the work of the project. Some 
issues that were impacted by State policies and State budgets were brought to the attention of law 
makers. 
 The participants in the Mesa County Drug Free Communities grant would be the first to 
admit that substance abuse among youth and adults continues in Mesa County. We have learned 
much about what we can do to make a difference in the lives of children and youth, and we will 
continue collaborations to help children and families make healthy choices. 
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1.0  Community Description 
 

Mesa County is located on the western edge of Colorado, with its principal city—Grand 

Junction—located approximately 30 miles from the Utah boarder.   The eastern edge of our 

valley is bordered by the Grand Mesa; to the west is the Colorado National Monument. Between 

these two remarkable recreation areas is an area known as the Grand Valley, currently home to 

119,000 people (2000 US Census projection). Figures from the Department of Labor indicate 

that Mesa County is the fifth largest metropolitan area in the State and includes the cities of 

Grand Junction and Fruita, as well as the towns of Palisade, Collbran, and DeBeque.  From 

1990-2000 the population increased from 93,145 to 116,255.  Growth is expected to continue 

with projections that the population will reach 145,066 by 2010 and 182,159 by the year 2020.  

According to US Census Bureau figures, Mesa County has changed in the following 

ways from 1990-2000: 

Table 1.  Mesa County Population 1990 and 2000 

Subject 1990 2000 
Total population 93,145 116,255 
Male 48.5% 49.0% 
Female 51.5% 51.0% 
Under 18 years 26.8% 25.0% 
65 years and over 14.4% 15.2% 
White 94.7% 92.3% 
Hispanic 8.1% 10.0% 

 

The age distribution of the population is changing as illustrated in Table 1.  Although the number 

of those under 18 years of age increased by more than 4,000 during the decade, the percentage of 

youth in the population declined.  We have a growing senior population.  The percentage of 

persons over the age of 65 exceeds that of the State as a whole in several areas of Mesa County.  

Fifteen percent of the county-wide population is over the age of 65 compared to 9.7 percent for 

the State. Many retirees settling in our area are attracted by a good healthcare system, mild 
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climate, and varied cultural and outdoor recreational opportunities.  This age group, as a rule, 

does not generally support tax increases for expanded public service. 

We are a bicultural community with 10% of our population of Hispanic descent.  Within 

that population is a growing group of new immigrants from Mexico and South America.  

Engaging monolingual Spanish speaking parents in prevention activities will require both 

language and cultural skills that are somewhat limited among service providers in this area. 

While many prosper in Mesa County, some struggle to pull life together.  The median 

family income in the County ranges from a high of $60,667 for Redlands residents to medians in 

the low thirty thousand range for residents in Clifton, Palisade and DeBeque. The overall median 

income for the county is $43,309, compared to the State’s median of  $55, 883 (Figure 1).     

Mesa County expanded lower wage service jobs in the last decade with a larger 

percentage of these lower paying jobs than the State of Colorado as a whole. There are 11,650 of 

our citizens (10.2 %) living below the poverty level.  There has been a more recent decline in the 

number of people living in poverty, moving from 12.5% of the population in 1995 to 11.3% in 

1999 (US Bureau of the Census).  Correspondingly, the proportion of children under 18 living in 

poverty has declined as well, with 17.2% identified in 1995; by 1999 that percentage  

declined to14.8. 

Figure 1. Poverty Rates in Mesa County and Colorado 
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2.0  Coalition Development 
 

Before this Drug Free Communities grant, separate, uncoordinated actions existed to 

address drug and alcohol problems in the community.  The Red Ribbon Campaign, for example, 

mobilized a group of adult community members for varied one-time, youth-focused events, 

primarily at school during October.  Another coalition, the Mesa County Tobacco Education 

Coalition focused on use of tobacco products. Through technical assistance of the Southwest 

Center for the Application of Prevention Technologies, Mesa County Build A Generation 

recognized that single events and splintered work were not effective means to address science 

based prevention efforts.   The Drug Free Communities grant helped to focus the efforts of Build 

A Generation. 

2.1. Beginnings.  Mesa County Build A Generation was created in 1991 as part of a 

statewide initiative, originally funded through the Colorado Division of Criminal Justice.  It is a 

broadly representative planning coalition responsible to develop and recommend local 

prevention policies and strategies that encourage long term systemic change for positive youth 

development.  Build A Generation works to more effectively coordinate and allocate resources to 

support proven programs and strategies, all reflecting community priorities.   

Using the Communities That Care model, Build A Generation identified four specific risk 

factors.   These are 

• Family Management Problems 
• Lack of Commitment to School 
• Alienation and Rebelliousness 
• Friends Who Engage in Problem Behavior 
 

 2.2.  Governance & Structure.  In 1998 Build A Generation formed a committee whose 

mandate is to focus on the risk factor “Friends Who Engage in Problem Behavior.”  This 

committee is locally known as Drug Free Mesa County and operates under the leadership and 
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guidance of Build A Generation.  The committee was given the task to address substance abuse 

issues in the community.  The intent in forming the committee was to identify, assess and 

strengthen the prevention activities already in existence in the community, and to encourage 

greater collaboration among the various entities addressing the community problem of substance 

abuse.  The committee helped Build A Generation to more clearly focus on its objectives in its 

prevention plan.   

 Between 1998 and 2000 Build A Generation had a director as the only staff; currently 

Build A Generation employs no staff to assist in its operations.  Yet it remains an extremely 

effective coalition with a strong prevention policy board. 

 2.3.  Membership & Sector Involvement.  Build A Generation has an active Prevention 

Policy Board which guides the various activities of this Coalition.  The Communities that Care 

model as implemented in Colorado requires that there be membership on the Board from 

multiple community sectors, including youth.  Mesa County Build A Generation was among the 

first of the local groups to give youth a voice in factors that affect their lives.  Mesa County 

Build A Generation has consistently worked to maintain its broad representation. Board 

members regularly invite visitors to present and attend Build A Generation meetings about topics 

of interest to them, and the Board works to involve visitors in its mission.  

 2.4. Decision Making.  Policies of Build A Generation favor consensus, and voting is 

used in all elections and as a second option when consensus cannot be attained. In the case of 

Drug Free Mesa County, for issues that arose, a detailed study was made of research about what 

had worked to resolve similar problems in other communities, and members took time to 

examine what was known about local issues. The group listened to supporting information and 

drafted local strategies.  These strategies were presented to the Build A Generation Board at their 
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regular meetings; other Build A Generation members took part in specific tasks or activities as 

needed. Web-based information from State and national groups was especially helpful in making 

informed decisions.  While State funding was available for coalition building, the local group 

hosted and was represented at State-wide meetings which allowed us to learn what was or was 

not working in other Colorado communities. 

 Build A Generation meets monthly with the agenda set by the Build A Generation 

Executive Board.  The Drug Free Mesa County Committee usually meets monthly to discuss 

timely issues in its efforts to reduce substance abuse.  With Build A Generation’s diverse 

representation, the coalition is able to track various approaches used, coordinate efforts where 

needed, and to identify and respond to unexpected problems or challenges.   

 The Mesa County Health Department served as the Build A Generation fiscal agent for 

these five years. In 2003, the executive director of Mesa County Partners agreed to provide 

project/grant oversight for U.S. Department of Justice Drug Free Communities 2003-2004 grant, 

including fiscal management for Build A Generation and personnel management, community 

relations, staff support to the advisory board, project implementation, evaluation and 

dissemination of information.   Mesa County Health Department will serve as mentor for this 

transition.  The U.S. Department of Justice supported our plan for this transition. 

In addition to diverse representation, such as faith-based communities, schools, law 

enforcement, businesses, community/parent and service providers, Build A Generation members 

also serve on various taskforces, or other interagency groups, to share the message of science-

based prevention.  The core agencies represented on the Drug Free Mesa County included the 

Mesa County Health Department, the Mesa County Department of Human Services, Mesa 

Valley School District 51, Colorado West Regional Mental Health Center, St. Mary’s Hospital 
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and Medical Center, and the Mesa County Board of  Health.  Ruth Michels is an exceptional 

leader who pulled the group together, and she was an unpaid volunteer. Over the course of the 

five years the following community groups have been active, at some points in time, with the 

work of the Drug Free Mesa County committee. 

These local interagency groups have included: 

• Safe and Drug Free Schools Advisory Council 
• Mesa County Tobacco Education Coalition 
• Winter School on Addictive Behavior Planning Committee 
• Mesa County Suicide Prevention Coalition 
• Grand Valley Joint Drug Task Force 
• Methamphetamine Task Force 
• Colorado West Mental Health Center, Local Advisory Council 
• Mesa County Human Services Council 
• Early Childhood Partnership 
• Western Regional Alternative to Placement 
 

Descriptions of work with State and national organizations are covered in Section 6. 

3.0  Coalition Mission, Strategies, and Achievements 
 

3.1 Mission 
 
 Mesa County Build A Generation “is a group of concerned and involved community 

leaders and members who coordinate efforts to influence attitudes, behaviors, public policy and 

resource allocation regarding youth in Mesa County using a risk-focused prevention planning 

process.”  That mission is guided by the vision in which “every child, [nurtured by caring and 

responsible adults], will be safe, experience belonging, grow in mastery and independence, have 

an opportunity to make a meaningful contribution to the community, and be able to make choices 

for a healthy future.”   

In addressing the risk factor “Friends Who Engage in Problem Behavior”,  Build A 

Generation intends “to provide Mesa County youth with clear and consistent messages in 
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schools, families, community agencies, and peer groups specific to alcohol and other drug use, 

sexual activity, and behavior standards, including non-violence.” Drug Free Mesa County, 

specifically focusing on substance abuse issues, has as its primary goal “the reduction of 

substance abuse in 10-18 year olds in Mesa County through a broad-based community 

mobilization effort, with an emphasis on collaboration, to implement effective prevention and 

other use reduction strategies.”   The mission of Build A Generation is holistic in nature; Drug 

Free Mesa County supports that mission by addressing the specific threat of substance abuse to 

the children/youth of Mesa County. 

3.2. Planning Process 

 

The planning process is summarized in Figure 2.  Specific strategies were refined across 

time through public meetings, review of relevant science or evidence based strategies as 

described by developers of the Communities That Care model and others, and discussion with 

service providers to identify organizations committed to services delivery.  These providers were 

required to collect data from participants to monitor program outcomes.  Mesa Valley School 

Risk 
Assessment: 
review 
population 
data to identify 
priority 
community 
risks 

Gaps Analysis: 
survey public & 
private service 
providers to 
determine gaps 
in meeting 
identified needs 

Strategic 
Prevention 
Plan: identify 
proven 
programs to 
reduce gaps 

Implement Plan: a 3 year 
process to share plan with 
the community seeking 
groups to adopt activities, 
support plan. Annual 
goals for group

Figure 2.  Build A Generation 
Planning Process 
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District 51 also agreed to continue its use of drug and alcohol surveys during the project. The 

strategic plan adopted by Build A Generation to address substance abuse issues is located in 

Appendix A.    

3.3  Strategies 

 Specific prevention programs needed funding to continue or expand their services, and 

gaps in service existed that we were attempting to fill.  One-on-one work with youth from at-risk 

environments was part of our strategy in requesting funding.  The strategies dramatically 

expanded when we looked in more detail at local data such as rates of arrests and emergency 

room visits that directly and indirectly related to substance abuse: community education and 

policy development became much more important. 

 Mesa County Substance Abuse Summit.  The most valuable catalyst for community  

change initiated by Drug Free Mesa County was to host the Mesa 

County Substance Abuse Summit on January 21-22, 2000.  This event 

set the stage for the remaining work of the coalition. As the result of a 

very detailed planning process over several months, approximately 300 

people attended the two-day conference.  The planning process alone 

engaged varied community representatives in discussion about 

community needs and gaps in service related to substance abuse issues.  

The conference focused the community’s attention, including the 

participating youth, and gave both direction and voice to those wanting 

to reduce substance abuse in Mesa County.  The conference had four 

goals: 

• To raise public awareness regarding the issue of alcohol, tobacco and other drug abuse 
• To dispel myths associated with substance abuse related services 

Figure 3. Summit Poster 
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• To begin to shift community attitudes about substance abuse 
• To begin to mobilize the community to address priorities for action that will most 

effectively reduce the incidence and impact of alcohol, tobacco and drug abuse in our 
community. 

 
From that conference, six study groups were established to address the following topics: 

1. Treatment/intervention facilities 
2. Judicial/law enforcement 
3. Schools 
4. Community 
5. Prevention 
6. Infrastructure/capacity 
 

These study groups helped to provide direction to the community process.  A summary is 

included in Appendix B.   Mesa County continues to reap benefit from the discussion stimulated 

at the Summit and in its follow up meetings.  Perhaps more importantly, participants began to 

recognize others in the community with whom they could collaborate to bring about change. 

 Other Community Strategies.  Through careful study of issues, Drug Free Mesa County 

explored various ways to address substance abuse and to respond to local needs. Drug Free Mesa 

County helped to form an underage drinking taskforce with local law enforcement and other key 

community leaders.  The group helped to secure funding to reduce access to alcohol at large 

group events by underage persons and to develop prevention messages used in a variety of 

media.  

 Open dialogue led to action by separate sectors, as well.  While mentoring is known to 

have a greater impact, a local minister and his congregation took a risk and became involved.  

They worked extensively with a low income neighborhood that had become a haven for conflict 

and crime.  Reverend Jim Hale repeatedly visited homes in this at-risk neighborhood, building 

trust and sharing parenting and asset-building information.  Reverend Hale also received a Build 
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A Generation award on behalf of that congregation’s intervention with youth who were cruising 

a major thoroughfare for hours on end. 

 Drug Free Mesa County also identified a unique opportunity. The retirement of long time 

organizer/volunteer of Winter School on Addictive Behavior meant the possible loss of local 

infrastructure for substance abuse training and certification. Drug Free Mesa County helped to 

forge a partnership between Winter School and Western Colorado Area Health Education 

Center.  This alliance preserved the only such training within a 400 mile radius and remains 

viable for Western Colorado.  

 Drug Free Mesa County involved youth, not only in its meetings, but in planning events 

for youth, believing that youth’s input is essential to affect youth behavior.  

 Drug Free Mesa County recognized the role of the media in this large geographic area. 

Group leaders made regular media contact and provided detailed and accurate information to 

media personnel about issues surrounding alcohol, tobacco and other drugs in this community. 

Program Specific Strategies 

 In a “gaps analysis” conducted by Build A Generation, it was determined that there was 

no effective substance use prevention or education for middle and high school youth, nor were 

there alternative education options for middle school students.  Some agencies offered support, 

but not skill building opportunities.   To address that gap, the following programs were 

implemented through Drug Free Mesa County: 

• In 1999, Colorado West Regional Mental Health, School District 51 and Mesa County 

Health Department agreed to hire a full time prevention specialist/addictions counselor to 

work in five local high schools.  Funding was provided through Drug Free Mesa County 

and Safe and Drug Free Schools.  This specialist helped to work toward consistent 
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implementation of District policies, provided assessments and referrals for service, and 

involved families in the process. 

• A memorandum of understanding was signed in 1998 by Mesa County Health 

Department and the FACT (Foundational Advice Concerning Teens) Foundation.  

F.A.C.T. agreed to employ a full-time equivalent health educator to provide prevention 

education to the target population (youth ages 10-17) by 

1. Presenting Life Skills Curriculum to middle school youth 
2. Holding Prevention Workshops for 50 Partners’ youth 
3. Utilizing existing Teen Advisor Mentors to conduct Prevention Workshops 
4. Conducting bi-monthly drug and alcohol prevention workshops for area parents.  
5. In addition F.A.C.T. Foundation would be responsible to provide Peer Mentoring 

Services in an after-school program at two area middle schools. 
 

• For 22 years, Mesa County Partners staff and volunteers have come to the aid of over 

10,000 local children.  The Partners Mentoring model has been shown to be particularly 

effective in the areas of alcohol, tobacco and drug use as well as in prevention of abuse 

and delinquency.   It was logical to take advantage of Partners’ experience and expertise.  

Partners agreed to recruit, train and screen high school students to be matched for 9 

months or more in one-to-one mentorships with elementary school youth from high risk 

environments.  Older adolescents working with children who had been referred for 

mentoring was a new strategy for the program.  Through all of these activities Partners 

would utilize the Mentoring Effectiveness Index to measure the level of change in such 

areas as self esteem, school bonding and violent behavior. 

• In addition, late in the project a local evaluator was hired to help the community gather 

meaningful data and examine issues of concern to Drug Free Mesa County. 
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3.4  Outcomes, Achievements and Evaluations 
 
 Mesa County Substance Abuse Summit.  As mentioned in a previous section, the Mesa 

County Substance Abuse Summit was a pivotal event in addressing substance abuse issues in 

Mesa County.  Target areas prioritized by conference participants helped guide Drug Free Mesa 

County and have helped galvanize others’ efforts to control substance abuse.   

 For example, the study group that focused on “Treatment Intervention” identified the 

need for a “unified assessment/referral service/educational approach.”    In 2003, that effort is 

closer to being realized thanks to the work of the Mesa County Health Department, Colorado 

West Mental Health (under contract to perform Drug Free Mesa County responsibilities), School 

District # 51, Hilltop Community Resources, State of Colorado Twenty-First Judicial District 

judges, St. Mary’s Hospital, Western Region Alternatives to Placement Project (WRAP), 

Juvenile Detention, Mesa County Partners, and the District Attorney’s Diversion Program.  This 

systemic change has not yet occurred but once diverse groups are contributing to the 

development. 

 The “Judicial/Law Enforcement Study Group” hoped to introduce a “Drug Court 

approach to Mesa County, but discovered there was local resistance.  There was not universal 

acceptance that a drug court as specified in Federal requests for proposals would work with the 

demographics of our community.  In addition, there was not consensus from professionals in 

treatment services for recommended treatment methods to utilize a “drug court” approach.  The 

judges are, however, working to establish criteria to determine when treatment as an alternative 

to incarceration would be acceptable and have required life skills training and alcohol education 

of some adjudicated youth. 
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 The Judicial Committee also pursued implementation of uniform State-enacted/ 

municipal/county underage possession laws.  According to the County attorney, Mesa County’s 

governmental structure does not give the Commissioner’s the same authority as a city council in 

passing laws such as keg-tagging or underage tobacco possession laws which are aimed at 

changing the social environment.  Currently enforcement of violations by adults who provide is 

difficult.  These local obstacles combined with lack of enforcement of adult accountability led to 

a statewide initiative on keg-tagging.   

One of the more ambitious efforts to come out of the Substance Abuse Conference was 

an initiative to build a Recreational Center.  The Community Recreation Initiative Organizing 

Committee in a White Paper issued in May 2000 (included as an Appendix C), wrote that they 

are “convinced that we in Mesa County can do much more to positively impact the community’s 

health by ensuring the provision of better recreation services.”  This paper was issued after 

conducting a series of roundtables and surveys.  Survey respondents were asked to rank the 

importance of various recreation facilities and activities.  Highest on the priority compilation was 

“youth and teen center” followed by a community/family recreation center.  Other high rankings 

were given to organized sports and after-school activities, and youth arts, culture and 

entertainment.  The committee not only encouraged developing a recreation center, but also 

implementing a specific number of after-school programs, developing and maintaining a 

community recreation calendar, and expanding the STARS (summer program) concept to all 

days of the week and several additional locations. 

With the foundation laid by the Study Group, a community effort resulted in obtaining 

sufficient signatures to place the recreation initiative on the ballot for the vote on November 6, 

2001.  Unfortunately, with fewer than half of the eligible voters voting, 75% of those individuals 
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voted against the recreation center.  It is ironic that School District #51 Kids Voting results had 

76% of the kids voting for the recreation center.   Dialogue continues in the community, and the 

Grand Junction Parks and Recreation department has increased its offerings throughout the year 

and at various sites. Fruita City Council has recently voted in support of a recreation center and 

is actively researching funding sources. 

Other Community Outcomes.  Starting with the Substance Abuse Summit, the 

following outcomes have occurred: 

• In a school district that has not had comprehensive health education in 20 years, the 

School Board passed two board policies, one on health education and one on sex 

education, directing implementation in the classroom.  A board-appointed curriculum 

committee made specific curricula recommendations to the School Board.  No curricula 

have been adopted as of the date of this report; a health educator has been hired by the 

School District through another grant. 

• Identification of major gaps in data collecting that has hindered the development of 

effective prevention strategies; efforts are being directed to reduce these gaps through 

ongoing discussion with youth services to identify common data needs and reporting 

formats. 

• An assessment of all Parent Education programs offered in the Grand Valley in terms of 

availability and curricula focus is complete.  The assessment also served to encourage use 

of materials that are deemed “best practice”. This report has been reviewed by the 

parenting committee of the local Early Childhood Partnership. 

• Linkage of locally developed prevention messages to national anti-drug campaigns 

enhanced our penetration in local media markets. 
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• Provided social norming training and guided students to develop a social marketing 

campaign at Mesa State College.  In collaboration with a Mesa State College sociology 

class, research was conducted to determine the level of use of Mesa State students.  

Information was then distributed through a poster campaign and distribution of book 

marks.  In addition, bill boards were created. The Campus was saturated with these 

messages. A more recent survey revealed that the strategy did successfully alter some use 

patterns. Plans are underway to adapt this strategy to secondary education. 

•  A local newspaper more willing to feature articles on issues surrounding underage 

drinking and to run editorials that carry a prevention message for children.  Through the 

coalition’s persistent efforts, the media also prints names of adults who have been cited 

with providing alcohol to underage youth violations. 

• Improvement in the quality of prevention programming for professionals offered at the 

week-long Winter School on Addictions and Behavioral Health 

• Strengthened coalition commitment to sustained rather than one-time approaches to 

prevention 

• Maintaining a holistic approach in addressing all risk and protective factors affecting area 

youth, rather than on a narrow focus on substance abuse.  The involvement of diverse 

partnerships and implementation of multiple strategies contributes to progress on other 

risk factors linked to substance abuse. 

• Collaboration with the Brownson Memorial Fund, a local foundation committed to 

addressing alcoholism and substance abuse.  Presentations to the Executive Board of the 

foundation have helped them to understand science-based prevention, and that knowledge 

has been reflected in their funding decisions.  The fund has distributed more than 
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$110,000 to a number of community projects, including the Winter School on Addictive 

Behavior. 

• Greater involvement of the faith community which has responded by providing more 

supervised after school programs, and greater interaction with unconnected youth.  They 

also have increased programs which promote healthy parenting skills. 

• Promotion of Your Time-Their Future-Our Community, a public information campaign.  

This year-long campaign promoted healthy and safe lifestyles for youth and adults, 

specifically targeting drug and alcohol abuse prevention.  The Mesa Mall , a regional 

shopping mall, became an important partner is this effort. 

• Spring Into Summer held at Mesa Mall designed to promote healthy youth programs.  

This has become an annual event where over 60 youth programs exhibit each spring. 

• Creation of web site by students at www.co.mesa.co.us/health that provides information 

on services for teens and adults including a 

section of Drugs and Alcohol focusing on 

prevention, treatment and choices and linkages to 

other sites. 

• Local businesses including liquor stores 

sponsored printing of and displayed adult 

accountability posters in their establishments 

(Figure 5).       

• A local insurance affiliate and its state office 

provided funding for the State-wide underage 

drinking awareness summit and subsequent 

Figure 4. Message to Adults 
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educational materials related to keg identification. 

• Local journalism classes developed a series of articles about the effects of underage 

drinking; these were printed in school papers. 

• Local students provided reviews of proposed media campaigns; their insights were used 

in revision of materials. 

• Local courts have allocated some alternative fines collected for alcohol related offenses 

to the community-wide social marketing campaign. 

• There has been increased surveillance by liquor enforcement officers of restaurants and 

bars 

 Recognition.   Mesa County has two other significant accomplishments: 

• National Recognition by U. S. Department of Justice for local efforts to curb 

underage drinking at Country Jam 

• Statewide attention to beer keg identification as tool for law enforcement to hold 

accountable adults who purchase for underage persons.  

Country Jam.   On September 20, 2003, the Mesa County Underage Drinking Task Force 

was recognized by the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention at the “Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws” 4th annual National Leadership 

Conference in Atlanta, Georgia (Appendix D).   

Country Jam is an annual event that draws over 12,000 spectators to the Grand Valley for 

four days of outdoor entertainment and fun.  At the 2001 Country Jam event, there were 60 

juveniles and underage adults transported to local hospitals for over-consumption of alcohol with 

a total of three underage citations issued.   



 

21 

 Build A Generation/Drug Free Mesa County had collaborated with the Mesa County 

Sheriff’s Office, the Colorado Department of Transportation and the Fruita Police Department to 

address underage drinking problems in the community and helped to form the Mesa County Task 

Force on Underage Drinking, a group of twenty-five representatives from local law 

enforcement, liquor enforcement, medical including the coroner’s office, judicial, youth service 

providers, parents, school board, treatment providers and the Health Department.  It was this 

group that invited the County Jam USA Corporate Office and Miller Brewery to join them in a 

partnership to change the event’s social environment.  To implement that change the following 

steps were taken: 

• Specially marked wrist bands indicated underage attendees 
• Serving only one drink per customer at bars 
• Posting an anti-drinking banner at the entrance/exit to the festival’s campground 
• All beer kegs were outlawed in the campground 
• Increased personnel for enforcement of Colorado State liquor laws related to underage 

youth 
 

For the 2002 County Jam Festival there was a reduction from 60 juveniles and underage youth 

transported to local hospitals to one adolescent.  Also, significant is the increase from the 3 

underage-drinking citations issued in 2001 to 152 citations issued at the 2002 event.  These 

efforts brought about a substantial change in the drinking culture over the four-day event with 

juveniles reporting to law enforcement greater difficulty in obtaining and consuming alcohol on-

site. 

 Keg Identification.  The Underage Drinking Task Force was also the catalyst for the 2003 

Colorado House of Representatives Keg Identification Bill #HB 03-1254 heard February 28th, 

2003.  Through a series of meetings around the state and the organization of a conference 

focusing on underage drinking, the problems of adolescent substance abuse have gained 

statewide interest.  Although the bill was defeated 6 to 4 in committee generating a tremendous 
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amount of media coverage throughout the state, plans are underway to reintroduce the bill in 

both the House and Senate in the 2004 session (More details are in Appendix E). 

Program Specific Outcomes 
 
 Prevention Specialist.  The Prevention Specialist/Addictions Counselor had a 

challenging job complicated by the fact that he needed to interface with two distinct bureaucratic 

entities:  Colorado West Regional Mental Health (which supervised him) and the School District 

(which was the location of his work). Each had its own distinct environmental culture.  State 

funding cuts and supervisory change presented additional challenges.  In addition four principals 

and the superintendent left the school district.  Those changes served to slow, but not stop the 

process.   

 The Prevention Specialist/Addictions Counselor was able to influence the approaches to 

the treatment of youth who have violated.  This lead to greater consistency in the protocol used 

with students in the middle and high schools through out the School District.  In addition he 

helped to create greater collaboration between parents and the schools by requiring parents to 

attend assessment sessions with students referred to the addictions counselor. 

 Over the past five years, the Prevention Specialist/Addictions Counselor also increased 

the level of understanding of substance abuse by providing prevention education for 

educators/administrators in the district, parents, and students.  He created brochures for 

distribution by the School District (Appendix F.)  Sometimes, he found it necessary to use rather 

creative approaches.   For example, he helped coach the district-wide boys’ swim team (The 

Griffins), which gave him the opportunity to interact with students from all four area high 

schools.  Through his interaction with the students he was able to take informal opportunities to 

present the prevention message.   As he noted, “there is still no place like the weight room to 
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talk…to athletes about drug abuse.” Formal presentations to youth-focused programs, to parents 

and to District personnel has also helped heighten awareness in Mesa County.  

Life Skills Training in Schools.  Over the five year period, students in 6th, 7th and 8th 

grades were provided life skills training through F.A.C.T. Foundation’s Life Guard program.  

During the 10 week “life-skills” program youth were taught skills and given support and asset 

building opportunities.  Anonymous pre-and post-tests were administered to students to 

evaluative the immediate effectiveness of the material and teaching process.   

It was determined about half way through the grant process that the evaluation tools were 

inadequate; there was not enough variability in pretest scores to examine change across time.  In 

spite of the shortcomings of the instrument, it was concluded that 6th and 7th grade classes are 

the best target audience for first contact with this program.  In the past the program had good 

response from eighth grade classes where they had participated in the first course in 7th grade.  

When the first contact was in 8th grade, a significant number of the students already reported a 

substance abuse problem and their willingness to become substance-free declines.  Sixth and 

seventh graders entering middle schools each fall in overwhelming numbers desire to stay free of 

drugs, alcohol, and tobacco.  The Life Guard Training helped young middle schoolers to 

understand why they should abstain, but students need on-going support to maintain that 

commitment throughout middle school and high school.   

 A challenge encountered in offering life skill training was inconsistent “buy-in” in some 

schools with the result that instruction was offered in a difficult environment for the material 

presented.   Administrators in some schools combined several classes in an auditorium setting 

with the result that instructors were attempting to interface with large numbers of students.  
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Given the nature of the topic and the need for skill development, this format was less than 

satisfactory.      

Mentoring. Over the five year period of the Drug Free Mesa County funding, Partners 

played a key role in providing peer catalyst activities.   Initially, the Foundational Advice 

Concerning Teens Foundation joined in many of the efforts.  Staff and funding changes at the 

Foundational Advice Concerning Teens Foundation led to less and less involvement; most of the 

work was delivered by Partners. Key activities included: 

• Mentoring:  Over 200 new partnerships were created through this funding 

source.  The mentorships were staffed directly by the case manager whose 

position was paid in part by Drug Free Communities funds. 

• Lifeskills/Tobacco Prevention/Children of Alcoholics Support Groups:  Over 

1,000 youth participated in educational workshops/supports 

• Community Service Work: There were 1,358 youth contributing over 36,000 

hours of community service that included among other things, graffiti removal, 

wildlife habitat improvement and special projects for elderly and disabled 

persons. 

• Alternative Activities:  Twice a month Partners conducted substance-free 

activities such as ski trips, white water rafting, arts and crafts, parades, seasonal 

parties and swimming events.  Over 1,000 youth participated. 

Throughout the project Partners conducted pre/post test evaluation using the Mentoring 

Effectiveness Index.  The index/instrument contains questions on demographics and other 

independent characteristics (youth profile), self-esteem, future orientation, school 

bonding, acceptance of interpersonal violence, self-reported delinquency, and alcohol, 



 

25 

tobacco and other drug (ATOD) use.  The instrument is staff-administered prior to the 

youth being matched with a partner, and then again one year after the match was made.  

The results of that evaluation are encouraging.  Our experience supports research 

conducted by the University of Maryland and reported in an article entitled “Preventing 

Crime:  What Works, What Doesn’t and What’s Promising” published by the University 

of Maryland.  They found: 

Mentoring provides the highest dosage of adult-child interaction of any 
formal community-based program. Compared to street workers and 
recreation program supervisors, mentors can develop much stronger bonds 
with juveniles at risk.  In theory, they can gain the power of “legitimacy” 
based on a pattern of respect and support the mentor establishes with the 
juvenile, so that the mentor’s approval and attention becomes a valued 
resource.  That resource then gives the juvenile a “stake in conformity”, 
something to lose if the juvenile gets into trouble with the law.  
 
 

Listed below are some of the more significant findings identified in a report issued in 

October 2001: 

• Substance use was prevented for the majority of Partners’ youth participants. 
 
• The majority of youth who reported no delinquency at pretest, remained 

delinquency-free throughout their Partners match 
 
• The youth who did report delinquency at pretest, showed a statistically significant 

decrease in delinquency one year later at posttest 
 

• The following scales showed a statistically significant change in a positive 
direction from pretest to posttest: 

o Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence 
o Self-confidence/self-esteem 
o Self-reported delinquency 
 

• At pretest, the majority of youth in the Partners program had at least one of the 
following conditions:   1) At least one parent abuses/has abused alcohol or drugs, 
2) Family is low income, and 3) At least one other immediate family member 
abuses/has abused alcohol or drugs 
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• Groupings of age categories were as follows:  6-7 year olds (4.7% of the 
participant population), 8-11 year olds (56.3%), 12-14 year olds (30.1%) and 15-
18 year olds (6.3%). 

 
As a result of participating in Partners, it was found that self esteem consistently 

increased, self reported delinquency declined, and attitudes toward delinquency were 

increasingly negative.  It was found that the difference was more pronounced for young 

mentees.  It seems that the earlier mentor/mentee relationships are formed for children 

from at risk families, the better the outcome. 

 

3.5  Impact—Core Data on Youth Drug Use 

One of the most frustrating challenges Build A Generation encountered was accessing 

consistent, reliable use data.  While recognizing the importance of data, Build A Generation had 

no control of how data was collected or when data was collected except for specifically funded 

programs.  In advance of the grant, the Mesa Valley School District 51 verbally agreed to share 

data from the American Drug and Alcohol Survey for 12th graders; staff and budget changes 

stopped that activity. Safe and Drug Free Schools is the avenue by which behavioral information 

is currently gathered, and the type and frequency of data collection has been solely within their 

control.  It could have been helpful to have a written memorandum of understanding with the 

School District regarding this issue, yet with budget changes and increased priority given to 

academics, that might have been insufficient.  

This section examines data provided by Mesa Valley School District 51, and their 

grouping of students prevents comparisons from Time 1 and Time 2.  Most recently, Mesa 

Valley School District 51, in 2003, asked middle school students nine questions related to drug, 

alcohol, and tobacco use.  Student responses comparing the 2001 and 2003 District 51 student 
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samples are listed in Table 2.  A significantly lower percentage of the 2003 District 51 students 

surveyed said they drank beer, wine, or other alcohol (15%) compared with the 2001 District 51 

students (18%). There were no other significant differences. 

Table 2.  Middle School Student Drug, Alcohol and Tobacco Use, 2001 & 2003 

In the past month…. 2001 2003 

I smoked cigarettes 7% 7% 

I chewed tobacco 2% 2% 

I drank beer, wine, or other 
alcohol. 

18% 15% 

I used marijuana 5% 5% 

I used another illegal drug 2% 2% 

I smoked on school grounds 1% 1% 

I chewed tobacco on school 
grounds 

1% 1% 

I went to class drunk 2% 2% 

I went to class high 3% 4% 

 

Using a different focus, students were asked five questions related to witnessing drug, 

alcohol and tobacco use on school grounds.  Student responses comparing the 2001 and 2003 

District 51 student samples are listed in Table 3.  There were four significant differences between 

District 51 students surveyed in 2001 and students surveyed in 2003.  A significantly lower 

percentage of the 2003 District 51 students surveyed (16%) said they saw a student smoking on 

school grounds in the past month, compared with the 2001 District 51 student sample (19%).  A 

significantly higher percentage of the District 51 students surveyed in 2003 (8%) said they saw 

another student chewing tobacco on school grounds, compared with the students surveyed in the 

2001 District 51 sample (5%).  A significantly higher percentage of the District 51 students 

surveyed in 2003 (9%) said they saw another student using alcohol at school, compared with the 
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students surveyed in the 2001 District 51 sample (6%).  A significantly higher percentage of the 

District 51 students surveyed in 2003 (7%) said they saw another student selling drugs compared 

with the students surveyed in the 2001 District 51 sample (5%). 

Table 3. Witnessing of Drug, Alcohol and Tobacco Use 2001 & 2003 

In the past month… 2001 2003 

I saw a student smoking on school grounds 19% 16% 

I saw a student chewing tobacco on school grounds 5% 8% 

I saw a student using alcohol at school 6% 9% 

I saw a student using illegal drugs 8% 9% 

I saw another student selling drugs 5% 7% 

 

Peer attitudes toward tobacco, alcohol, and drug use were measured using a four-item 

scale.  This scale consists of the following items:  “My friends think it is OK to drink alcohol.”  

My friends drink to get drunk.”  “My friends think that using drugs is a dumb idea.”  And “My 

friends think it is OK to smoke cigarettes.”  This scale ranged from one to four, with one 

indicating the least acceptability of drug use or the best score.  The mean on this scale for 

District 51 middle students surveyed in 2003 was 1.49 (Figure 5). This score was significantly 

lower than the mean of District 51 students surveyed in 2001 (1.7)—a move in the appropriate 

direction. 
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Figure 5. Peer Attitudes toward Tobacco, Alcohol, and 
Drug Use 2001 & 2003
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A Drug and Alcohol Use Survey conducted in 1998-99 revealed the following results 

regarding alcohol use by students of School District #51: 

Table 4.  Percent of Middle School Students Use of Alcohol 1998-99  

 6th Graders 7th Graders 8th Graders 

Who have ever tried 47% 63% 72% 

Used in last 12 months 32% 45% 60% 

Used in the last month 14% 24% 36% 

 

 Marijuana and Other Illicit Drug Use among Youth.  In the 1998-99 Drug and 

Alcohol Use Among Grand Junction Middle School Students survey, the following trends were 

noted regarding use of marijuana and other illicit drugs within the past 30 days. 

Table 5.  Percent of Middle School Students Using Drugs In Past 30 Days 1988-89 

Drug 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 

Marijuana 2% 7% 14% 

Cocaine 1% 2% 3% 

Stimulants >1% 1% 3% 

Inhalants 5% 7% 7% 

Nitrites >1% >1% 2% 

Downers >1% 2% 3% 

Hallucinogens 1% 3% 5% 

PCP >1% 1% 2% 

Narcotics other than 
heroin 

>1% 2% 1% 

 

Data from the Safe School Survey conducted in 2001 showed that 5% of middle school students 

used marijuana and 2% used another illegal drug.   

In 2001 and 2003, parents were asked to rate alcohol and drug availability in Mesa 

County.  The following three items were computed in the scale:  “Alcohol is easily available to 

youth in my community;”  “There is drug dealing or selling going on in my community;” “Illegal 



 

30 

drugs are hard to get in my community.”  The scale ranges from one to four, where one is 

optimal (low availability) and four indicates that drugs and alcohol are easily available.  The 

mean for District 51 parents surveyed was 2.90 for both years which would indicate that parents 

are concerned about the availability of drugs in the community. 

3.6  Impact—Key Leaders Views 

 Build A Generation leadership has worked very diligently to maintain a consistent focus 

and momentum throughout the 5-year grant program, in spite of the realities of significant 

prevention funding shifts, turnover in leadership at School District 51, and an inconsistent 

community attitude towards strategic solutions.   We believe the 5-year commitment to a 

consistent national media campaign by the Office of Drug Control Policy has helped our 

community to become more focused on the problem of substance abuse during the changes.  This 

is reflected in some of the successes we do report.  But the successes that Build A Generation 

leadership celebrate are not universally noticed or appreciated and indicate that a tremendous 

amount of work continues in this community. 

In November 2003, 50 community leaders were surveyed about substance abuse 

prevention efforts in Mesa County. The intent was to help evaluate perceptions of the previous 

five years’ effort and to provide input for the next five years. Twenty completed surveys were 

returned, a 40% response rate. We realize that due to the small sample size, responses may not 

truly reflect key leader views and reflect the opportunity for greater community involvement in 

prevention efforts. 

 The instrument contained four open ended questions: 
 

• In the past five years, what changes have you seen in Mesa County that prevent underage 
substance abuse? 

• How do adults in Mesa County perceive underage drinking (pick 3)? 
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• What is the greatest danger to kids in Mesa County today? 
• What do you think the next steps should be to address the problem of substance abuse? 

. 
 
 Changes that Prevent Underage Substance Abuse.  All 20 respondents wrote 

something in response to question 1:  “In the past five years, what changes have you seen in 

Mesa County that prevent underage substance abuse?”  Some noted absolutely no change, while 

others mentioned specific activities or programs that they believed contributed to prevention. 

The perception is that use, other than tobacco, probably has not declined much while attitudes 

and community collaboration are beginning to create systemic change.  If community-wide use 

data was regularly collected, it would be easier to modify plans or celebrate and continue 

success.  

Increased enforcement was noted by nine respondents.  We believed that increased arrest 

rates were the result of social norming efforts that made underage drinking unacceptable to more 

people in our community.  

Collaborations were noted by eight leaders. Respondents did mention the Keg I.D. efforts 

that began in Mesa County in response to a number of the questions.  These responses also 

indicate that leaders are aware of the multifaceted work that has been done. 

 Perception of Underage Drinking.  These community leaders were asked about how 

they thought adults in Mesa County perceive underage drinking. (Please note that they were 

asked to report other adults’ perceptions, not their own.) They were asked select three responses.  

Although identifying underage drinking as a “rite of passage” was the most frequently 

reported perception, it was closely followed by the perception that it is a serious problem 

requiring intervention. The chart reveals that these leaders perceive that adults in Mesa County 

have varied perceptions about underage drinking. 
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 Respondents included comments regarding this item. The comments seem to support the 

idea that there are adults in Mesa County who enable underage substance abuse, who are in 

denial about the impact of substance abuse, or  who are unprepared to effectively deal with the 

issues.  

 Today’s Greatest Danger to Mesa County Kids. The responses to the third question 

focused on a variety of unhealthy choices made by youth and adults. Again, there was variety in 

the specific responses provided. With a survey about substance abuse prevention in Mesa 

County, it was expected that issues such as underage drinking and methamphetamine would rise 

to the surface, and they did. Six respondents cited underage drinking. 

 Some leaders also identified possible causal factors that paralleled those described in a 

Mesa County Build A Generation risk assessment eight years ago. Parental supervision and 

boredom were two such factors, although the Build A Generation report called them family 

management problems and friends who engage in problem behavior. This observation supports 

on-going work to reduce the impact of these factors.  

 Next Steps.  There was not a single next step that was advocated by all respondents. 

They seemed to recognize that there was not one simple answer. The respondents wanted either 

more parent education focused on the topic or more work with children and youth; many 

advocated for work with both target audiences. Impacting parents was advised by five leaders. 

Continued enforcement, media campaigns with social marketing messages, and expanded safe 

activities for children and youth were also encouraged as ways to reach children and adults. 

Local treatment—particularly residential treatment—was a concern for those working with 

young offenders. This topic was mentioned by four respondents.   
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4.0  Lessons Learned 

• Data-driven education about local issues precedes change.  Moving too quickly to solution 

can mean communities address symptoms, not causes. Also if communities or sectors in a 

community do not acknowledge ownership of local problems, their commitment for change 

is unlikely. 

• Building relationships takes time. The trust that results from listening to others and honoring 

diverse perspectives helps to build workable decisions for the whole community. 

• Persistence reaps results.  

• Look locally for event or project-specific funding. It builds ownership and commitment and 

demonstrates both attributes to others. 

• There is value in having a group specifically focused on substance abuse and prevention.  

The passion, quest for knowledge and commitment of the people who came to the monthly 

meetings led to specific actions.  

• Continuity of membership on the committee was important.  It allowed for a history and a 

knowledge base. Small successes help to keep people engaged. 

• Importance of training about science based prevention programs in the local community.  It 

enabled the group to identify programs to support and to clarify what others could do to 

improve. 

• National focus on underage drinking creates new and unique opportunities for partnering 

with enforcement and judicial agencies to change the social environment by reducing access.  

• Never underestimate the power of collaboration.  So much can be accomplished when there 

is a sense that we share common goals, regardless of which agency is in charge. 
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• It is helpful to have an understanding by employers that collaboration is part of the job 

description.  With people from various agencies participating, continuity and commitment 

are more likely if people’s job description includes attendance/participation in projects such 

as this. 

• Identify and mentor potential leaders.  Allow people to mature into leadership roles, 

providing training and coaching as needed.   

• Recognize that youth are important resources.  Provide avenues to give them a voice. 

• Use local data to prioritize needed activities. For example, while methamphetamine is a 

horrible problem in this community, 97% of students are methamphetamine-free; the same 

cannot be said for alcohol or chewing tobacco.  Examining both the prevalence data and the 

impact data are important. 

• Evaluation is difficult yet extremely important.  It is difficult to get consistent and reliable 

data.   

• Change in leadership, staff or funding sources can hinder or impede progress; change can 

also create new opportunities. 

• Written Memorandums of Understandings can clarify relationships and responsibilities 

among organizations for shared projects. 

• Respecting the group’s ability to read “the signs of the times” allows the group to adapt and 

respond to unexpected needs. 

• Multiple strategies addressed with multiple sectors across time increases the likelihood that 

common messages are understood. 
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• Prevention works best if it starts early and is sustained across time. For example, support for 

youth staying substance free in early middle school (sixth, seventh grades) is critical and 

follow up with older students is advisable.   

• In working with youth it is important to understand them as people to help them to make 

good decisions about alcohol.   

• Those employees attempting to serve as a bridge between two or more agencies will have 

difficulties in addressing the various cultures they encounter. 

• Investing money in advertising time increases the likelihood that the target market of a media 

campaign is reached; depending on public services announcements alone does not work as 

well. 

5.0  Principal products and/or documents 

 There was not a strong desire to create products; rather effort was made to use existing 

substance abuse/prevention material that was available from national sources.  Local campaigns 

tied in with national campaigns.    

 Information about Drug Free Mesa County was posted on the website 

www.co.mesa.co.us/health thanks to the efforts of the Prevention Specialist/ Addictions 

counselor in collaboration with School District #51 schools.  Information about County 

substance abuse indicators was posted on the website www.mesahealth.org. 

 The prevention specialist/addictions counselor did create a number of pamphlets to 

augment his presentations (Appendix D).  Titles include What is Treatment?  and Alcohol, Drugs 

and Performance. The first was aimed at families and the second targeted coaches and student 

athletes. 
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 Reports including the assessment of parenting classes (Appendix G), Summit Report 

(Appendix B) and the white paper written about the recreation center  (Appendix C) were 

distributed to selected committees and other groups. 

 Your Time, Their Future…OUR COMMUNITY 

Substance Abuse Prevention Program, a collaboration of the 

Drug Free Mesa County Program with Safe and Drug Free 

Schools, and the Mesa County Department of Human 

Services printed: 

• “To Do” List notepads for distribution to the public.  

These notepads have “talk to your kids about the problem with substance abuse” and 

“Plan a family event” written in as the first two items on the check list. 

• Vinyl reusable positive messaging billboards which have been used on billboards in the 

community. 

• Support of Kiwanis Service Club Child services directory in English and Spanish.   This 

directory includes drug and alcohol treatment listings, parent education class information 

and developmental asset information in addition to a variety of other resource listings. 

Distribution of this report will include: 

• Posting on  the Build A Generation webpage at www.co.mesa.co.us/health with a link from 

www.mesahealth.org  with announcement to local media of its availability 

• Hard copies distributed to organizations mentioned in the report 

•  Hard copies distributed to key elected officials. 
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6.0  Assessment of federal and state support 

 We do have one recommendation; federal agencies concerned about youth behavioral 

surveys need to agree to one survey that will meet multiple needs for measuring outcomes. Each 

agency wants data, but the forms change with the funding source and the evaluation contractors, 

leaving communities with no ability to capture long-term changes. Requests to schools for 

survey time increased so dramatically that this district chose to say no to all, and that is 

unfortunate. Sometimes, we believe, local people misconstrued information, because it lessened 

their workload. The local person with Safe and Drug Free Schools, for example, came back from 

a national meeting held in conjunction with other federal funding claiming that surveys needed to 

be done only every four years, and she believed that she was accurate. 

 6.1.   ONDCP and 6.2 OJJDP  5 Rating.   Mike Morgan and Kim Norris are the U.S. 

Department of Justice Points of Contact for the Drug Free Communities Support Grant in Mesa 

County.  They have always been very responsive, knowledgeable and customer-friendly with 

their assistance.  They were our source of information relating to contract administration, 

reporting instructions and prevention resources.   OJJDP  did a wonderful job in creating usable 

websites for sharing information it has collated. It is difficult to purchase everything a 

community wants and needs to keep itself informed, and anyone with a computer has access to 

this reliable information.  Webcasts and downlinked trainings were also very useful and so much 

less costly for our limited budgets than regular travel to Washington, D.C. 

 We appreciated the flexibility to use training dollars to support local training. This 

flexibility led to increased understanding of prevention in Mesa County. 
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 We would have liked more feedback on our progress. It seemed that we almost had to 

beg for that information. The external evaluator, Caliber & Associates, refused to share—it 

would have interfered with their research objectives. 

 6.3.  CAPT.  5+ rating.  Joanie Liebman of the Center for the Application of Prevention 

Technologies helped create any successes we have had and continues to keep track of our work. 

That contact allowed us to bring quality prevention training into the community and to do so 

affordably. Phone contacts and meetings have helped us to learn from our mistakes and those of 

others, as well. CSAP shared materials regularly that were rotated among community groups. 

 6.4.  Other federal agencies.  5 rating.   For this grant, there was limited contact. 

SAMHSA publications and its sites have been most useful, especially in the absence of local use 

data for youth.  Sometimes, we may have received extremely useful information, but may not 

have recalled that its source was another federal agency.   

 6.5.  State Agencies and Non-governmental Organizations.  5 rating.   Initial work 

with the Colorado Division of Criminal Justice was extremely helpful in guiding our planning 

process and in keeping a focus on both risk and protective factors in this community.  

Involvement in State sponsored groups allowed us to learn from and with others.    With staff 

changes and program cuts, that opportunity disappeared throughout the State. 

 State websites have improved in their ability to share current County-based data on 

health, criminal activity, and related information.  

 Alex Karami of the Colorado Department of Transportation has been extremely helpful in 

supporting our efforts to limit access to alcohol by underage drinkers. He has kept in regular 

communications with members of Build A Generation and the Underage Drinking Task Force 

and encouraged additional training when he learned of affordable opportunities. 
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 Other support organizations have been cited throughout the report, and their help has  

been especially valuable. 

 


