
Designing a 
Comprehensive Evaluation 

of a State Tobacco 
Prevention Program

Evaluators: University of North Carolina 
Tobacco Prevention & 

Evaluation Program (UNC-TPEP)

Sponsor: The North Carolina Health & 
Wellness Trust Fund (HWTF)



Objective

North Carolina as a case study:

What we did

Why we did it

What we learned



Comprehensive Tobacco 
Control Evaluation

• Evaluation design challenge

• Ideal designs known (e.g., CD-OSH)

• Fitting ideal to real – little guidance

• Balance diverse needs / contexts 



NC’s Teen 
Tobacco Prevention Program

• Health & Wellness Trust Fund, 2001

• 1 of NC’s 3 MSA entities

• Receives 25% of MSA funds

• Focused on public health



HWTF’s Teen 
Tobacco Prevention Program

• Started in 2002, $10 - 15 million annually

• 68 program grants, community & 
statewide

• Statewide media campaign, TRU



Goals of the HWTF 
Initiative

Same as CDC goals:

• Prevent youth initiation of tobacco use

• Eliminate youth exposure to secondhand 
smoke

• Provide treatment options for teens to quit

• Eliminate disparities in tobacco use among 
minority youth



HWTF’S Community Programs

• Tobacco Free School  & other SHS campaigns

• Tobacco Prevention Curriculums 

• Youth Group Empowerment 

• Social Norms Campaigns

• Media Literacy & Advocacy 

• N-O-T & other cessation efforts

• Enforcement of youth access laws 



Map of Teen Tobacco Programs



TRU Media Campaign

• TRU TV campaign, April - Nov. 2004

• Four different ads

• Different doses in 2 regions of state 



UNC-TPEP Activities

• Design comprehensive

evaluation plan 

• Develop an evaluation 

logic  model



Major Stakeholders

• Health and Wellness Trust Fund

• Community grantees

• TRU Media vendor

• UNC-TPEP



NC Contextual Factors

• Tobacco producing state

• Mostly new programs/staff

• Diversity of community programs 

• Different evaluation objectives

• Evaluation began after programs



UNC-TPEP Activities

• Logic model 
development with 
grantees



Evaluation of 
Community Programs 

Observational design selected:

• Electronic monitoring & surveillance system

• Heavy on process, outputs & policy 
outcomes



UNC-TPEP Activities

• Electronic evaluation – PTS

Progress Tracking System

• Modified existing system



PTS Reports

• Monthly PTS reports

• Biennial self-evaluations 



Why this Design? 

Met local grantee need: 

• Grantees involved in design

• More process and output oriented

• Feedback for program improvement

• Open system, clear criteria 



Why this Design?

Met HWTF need :
• Offered evidence of program effect

• Regular assessment possible

• Individual & group assessment



Why this Design?

Met TPEP’s diverse needs:

• Met HWTF & grantee needs

• Technically and economically feasible

• Balanced goal emphasis



TRU Media Evaluation

• Longitudinal telephone survey

• Adolescent focus groups



Evaluation for Media 
Campaign

Telephone survey: 

• Baseline with 6 month follow-up

• Longitudinal panel – 636 youth

• Quasi-experimental design



Quasi-experimental Design 

• Two regions with different “doses”

• Survey measured “dose effect”

• Minimum “dose”not well 
established



Post Campaign Focus Groups

• Youth interpretation of ads 

• 14 heterogeneous groups

• 140 youth ages 13-17



Why this Design?

Met media vendor’s needs :
• Feedback to improve ads

• Ads meaning for youth 

• Measures of reach and effect

• Measure of dose effect 



Why this Design?

Met HWTF’s need :

• Measure of media reach was possible 

• Allowed statewide media coverage with 
higher dose in some areas

• Measure of a dose effect was possible



Why this Design?

Met TPEP’s need for rigor and richness:

• Quantitative measurement 

• Measure of dose effect

• Qualitative focus group data



Lessons Learned

Confirm Logic of Logic Models:

• Program outputs/ outcomes must be 
empirically and/or theoretically linked to 
objectives 

• Logic models and action plans need early 
review and confirmation



Lessons Learned

Know and use stakeholders needs:

• Critical to know the evaluation needs of all
stakeholders early

• Utilize that knowledge to balance evaluation 
design



Lessons Learned

• Clarify Evaluator’s role and purposes of the 
evaluation :

An “independent” evaluator may add credibility, 
gives emphasis to measuring program effect

An “inside” evaluator may be more focused on 
valid, 
reliable & usable data;  more emphasis on the 

value     
of evaluation as a quality improvement tool

Program effect vs. quality improvement



Questions?

What issues have you faced in designing 

evaluations for tobacco prevention programs?  

How have you resolved those issues?

Thank you.



UNC Tobacco Prevention & Evaluation Program
CB 7595, Manning Drive, UNC School of Medicine

Department of Family Medicine
Chapel Hill, NC 27599

T: 919-843-9751; F: 919-966-9435
Web: http://www.tpep.org

Email: tpep@med.unc.edu

http://www.fammed.unc.edu/TPEP
mailto:tpep@med.unc.edu
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