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Background

As part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act), the Department of Health and
Human Services provided $372.8 million to fund the Communities Putting Prevention to Work (CPPW) Initiative.
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& Prevention (CDC) members were most frequently recognized as important.

Network Questions

Conclusions

Each partner was asked about their general characteristics (e.g., level of experience in tobacco control, the type of

organization they work for, and their primary work focus (general public health, tobacco control, communication, 7
etc.)). They were also asked the following relational questions: ’

Policymakers were identified as important

1. Please name up to 10 people who you think are the most important to the successful completion of CPPW activities. Even though the County Council was not on the original partner list (i.e., not paid to work on the CPPW Initiative), they were spontaneously named as important partners in

2. Please name up to 15 people with whom you had the most contact regarding CPPW activities. successfully achieving CPPW activities.

3. For each of the partners that you have identified, please list the CPPW activities that you have worked on

together in the past 6 months. 2. Importance did not necessarily translate to high levels of contact or activity collaboration

Local policymakers were deemed important but were not well integrated into the network, only communicating and collaborating at minimal levels with few of the other stakeholders.
Since the CPPW activities focus on policy and environmental change, it is essential for policymakers to be more involved in the CPPW contact and collaboration networks.

Network Development

e Pajek 1.28 was used to analyze the network data.

e Data were collected at the individual level. Network graphics were created by collapsing individuals across

partner types. 3. Social network analysis is useful in policy evaluation

Social network analysis can help to identify relationship patterns that may require amelioration in order to achieve policy goals. Identifying potential problems early in the policy
development process may improve the effectiveness of the network.
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