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|  SECTION 1
- s
{ : EVALUATION SUMMARY

Project FIRE (Facilitating Integration and Re-Entry
Experience) was established in 1972 and Project ACT (Alcochol
Counseling and Treatment) was established in 1974 with grants
from the Connecticut Justice Commission (CJC). Roth projects
are administered. through Addiction Services Division of the
Connecticut Department of Correction.

In the Summer of 1975, the Connecticut Justice Commission
and the Connecticut Department of Correction contracted
with MetaMetrics Inc. of Washington, D.C. for an evaluation
of the two projects. This Section presents a summary and
highlights of the evaluation. ' :

— e

B

- - 1.1 PROJECT FIRE

I

1 ’ The initial focus of Project FIRE was the provision
of a community based non-residential program of supportive
services to individuals who had participated in Connecticut
institutional drug treatment programs. Project FIPE presently
operates 5 community. offices and has included alcohol abuse
clients since 1974.

-

1

1.1.1 Project Activities and Development

B

In 1972, the Department of Correction treatment
programs for alecohol and drug abuse clients were wholly
within the correctional facilities. The re-entry into the
community was then perceived by Department officials as a
critical ‘stage for addict/offenders and FIRE was designed
to address client problems of re-~entry in housing, employ~
‘ment, education, family and community relationships, and
drug or alcohol dependency. The overall goal of Project
FIRE is to reduce the recidivism of ex-offenders/addicts.
The recidivism includes both potential criminal bebavior
and return to drug or alcchol abuse. The activities of
the FIRE offices can be separated into pre-release, client
assistance and coordination with community agencies.

A

—— @
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FIRE personnel ideatify potential clients through
alcohol and drug counselors in the Institutions at Niantic,
Enfield, Somers and Cheshire. Potential clients are inter-
viewed at the Institutions prior to their release. FIRE
personnel maintain contact with potential clients at the

8-
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Centers or Institutions and provide services in anticipa-
tion of education, employment and housing needs. After
acceptance into the program, clients are provided indivi- -
dualized attention by FIRE personnel., Individual counseling
sessions are the means used to determine client needs and
assets. Assistance in employment is a major focus. FIRE
personnel maintain contacts with employment services,

- parole offices, and other agencies providing services to

clients.

The five FIRE Offices are located at Norwich,
Waterbury, Hartford, Bridgeport and New Haven. Staffing
at each office consists of & Director and at least two
counselors. A Project Coordinator provides-overall
direction and ccordination at the Department of Correction
office in Hartford. Table 1-1 summarizes major aspects
of the program since 1972,

TABLE 1-1
FIRE Project Summary, 1972~75

No, of Active .Total

Annual FIRE . Clients - FIRE . Client/Staff
Year-  Admissions Offices End of Year Staff Ratios
172 8 2 8 4 2
'73' .71 3 40 9 5
Y74 - 127 5 74 13 6
'75 182 5 117 18 7
i.1.2 Client In-Program Performance

Project FIRE is a well-managed, vigorous effort
to aid drug and alcohol clients to adjust to their communi-
ties upon release from corrections facilities. Staff is
dedicated and clients have attested to the real assistance
provided them through the program. The overall goal of
Project FIRE, nonetheless, is to affect recidivism, both.
return to crime and return to alcchol or drug abuse
Recidivism behavior .of clients was measured for in-program
performance with inter-office comparisons and was contrasted
with an outside control group for overall post-release
performance. ,

Few clients have jobs awaiting them upon their
release from correctional facilities, Of 5Z clients of the
Hartford Office, 43 were unemployed upon entry into the
FIRE Program, TIRL personnel helped 23 of the unemployed
clients or more than over half to find jobs.

Page 1.2
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The five FIRE Offices provided in-program perfor-
mance information on 225 clients who.were in the program
during the period 1972 through mid-1975., The average stay
in program was 5.5 months, . . Slightly less than 50%
of the caseload left the program as "splitees'. The rest
were classified as "inactive' which indicates successiul
completion. of the program. Splitees in some cases actually
split or left without notice. Some, arrested and detained,
were unable to maintain positive program contact. In many
cases splitees simply dropped out of the FIRE Projects.

An estimaced 38.67 of splitees were actually arrested while
in the FIRE Project; 61.47% had not been adversely involved
in the criminal justice system during the program stay and
the term splitee has no direct bearing on criminal behavior
of the clients. -

While in program, some clients did recidivate or
return to a former state with respect to drug or alcchol
abuse. Overall, 33 of the 225 clients or 14.7% were
classified #s having returned to abuse of drugs or alcohol
while.in prougram. Within the two categories, a wide
difference is evident with 47.6% of alcohol clients return-
ing to alcshel abuse compared to 11.37% of drug clients
returnirz to drug abuse.

1.1.3 Client Post-Release Performance

A foilow-up of clients and a control group was
conducted ¥ deteyrmine if Project FIRE actually reduced
recidivisw, Homan clients and clients with alcohol problems
were reroved {.om the list of 225 FIRE clients in order to
better deiine the FIRE group. Computerized descriptive
and tracking information was obtained for 202 FIRE clients.

The control group was defined as male offenders
at Cheshire, Enfield or Somers who had previous drug
problems and were potential FIRE.clients. Project FIRE

personnel maintained lists of interviews with candidates

for the program beginning in July of 1974. This list was
screened and actual FIRE clients were removed. Candidates

who had alcohol or . undetermined addiction problems were -

also removed. Descriptive and tracking information was
obtained for 66 clients in the control group.

Table 1-2 summarizes the performance of both
groups at 3 month intervals with respect to incidents includ-
ing arrest, technical parole wviolation and parole absconding.
For the first 18 months the FIRE group had a better perform-
ance than the Control group. Statistically, the difference
is significant for the first 12 months at the 5% level. " The
number of clients in both groups declined to the point that
the difference could be due to expected sample differences
after the 12th month. : : '

B Page 1.3
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TABLE 1-2

@- : Summary of Performance, Incidents Throagh Time
Q FIRE and Contrul Groups

I vy, TIRE  Control FIRE Performance
i )
& : ° Gross Statistical
B 3 7.9%2 14.9% =~ Better Better
| 6 17:3% 30.2% 7 "
9 23.87 36.8% J i
12 .. 28.3% 47.2% "
15 35.1% 47.2% " No Difference

18 - 40.67 47.2% -t

The FIRE and Control groups, while similar in
demonstrated interest in the FIRE program and previous
drug history, may bave differed in other characteristics
which could affect group recidivism rates. Computerized

descriptive information was obtained on individuals of both
groups.

‘r-@a—*\ PR Q—""“"
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Racial composition of the groups differed slightly
with the Control group having a higher proportion of Puertc
Ricans, The FIRE group was older and had fewer single persons.
The FIRE group unemployment rate upon arrest was higher and
may reflect the FIRE clients perceived need for assistance
in obtaining work. A higher percentage of FIRE clients had
been previously incarcerated although the distribution of
major offenses were similar.

& — -~
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Characteristics of the FIRE group which may tend
towards recidivism are the unemployment rate and previous
incarceration. However, the FIRE group was older and
married which would have the opposite tendency. Characteris-
tics of both groups were not sufficiently different to .
indicate that there was an overall tendency to recidivate
for either group.

— &r—

1.1.4 'Findings and Recommendations

Project FIRE is achieving stated proiect objectives
to provide services, counsel clients, coordinate and
cooperate with related agencies, and ‘utilize paraprofessionaal
staff. The staff is dedicated and hlghly professional. The
overall organization is cohesive and in accoxd with Project
goals and objectlves Staff discussions of priorities,
strategies and tactics are intense and constructive.

& — @
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Employment development is an important focus for
Project FIRE. Client unemployment rates are high; the
Hartford Office rate is 82.7% of incoming clients. An
estimated 50% of unemployed clients obtain jobs through
FIRE staff. '

Active caseloads have doubled over the 18 month
period ending December, 1975 and caseload to staff ratios
have increased to 7 to 1. The size of caseload is directly
related to the extent of individual attention and services
that FIRE staff can provide. Residential programs (halfway
houses) have caseload to staff ratios of 2 as compared to
7 for FIRE. Some residential programs provide support
services comparable to those of FIRE. Parole and probation
caseloads ratios of 40 and above are essentially supervision
and processing for violation caseloads with little or no
services provided. Clients with previous alcohol problems
constitute a larger portion of the caseload at 27.4% for
December, 1975. The portion is increasing.

Criminal recidivism calculated as arrests,
technical violators and parole absconders was reduced for
FIRE clients as compared to a Control group consisting of
men released from Correctional Institutions with a previous
history of drug abuse who were dnterviewed as potential
FIRE clients., Recidivism for the FIRE clients at the end
of 12 months after release was 28.3% as compared to 47.2%
for the Control group. This difference in rates is statis-
tically significant at the 5% level.’

In-program and overall post~release performance
was compared for the FIRE Offices. The newer offices of
Norwich and Waterbury have higher recidivism rates than
the other Offices. : '

Staff allocation of time to pre-release activities
(particularly institutional visits), individual and family
counseling as compared to group counseling, and counseling of
alcohol as compared to drug clients should be reviewed
periodically. Staff should be alert to differences in

wllocation of time between Offices and adopt those approaches

which provide more payoff with respect to use of staff time.

Office caseloads have been increasing, but caseload
to staff ratios range from 5 for Hartford to 10 for Bridgeport,
Length of stay in program is high in Hartford with 7.8 months
and low at Bridgeport with 3.9 months. Client performance
measures are similar for both Offices. This indicates that
increased caseloads and shorter program stays may not affect
client performance adversely, other program factors being
equal. The major program concern is to determine the -
optimum caseload and minimum program stay at which client
performance is not adversely affected.
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Monthly statistics generated by the FIRE Offices
are excellent and indicate caseload levels, status of clients,
and level of staff activity. The use of."'Splitee" to
designate unsuccessful program completion is somewhat mis- .
leading and other designation categories could be used to
describe status upon leaving the FIRE program. Return to
alcohol or drug abuse by clients should also be recorded.

The increasing proportion of FIRE clients who
previously had alcohol problems will affect the program.
Program statistics indicate that return to alcohol abuse
is higher than return to drug abuse. Counseling and
treatment techniques will differ for both groups. Size of
optimum caseloads and minimum program stay will be affected.

1.2 EVALUATION ISSUES -

The evaluation addressed the- issue of overall program
effectiveness with emphasis on client recidivism. Project
FIRE is unconditionally effective in reduecing client
recidivism over the first 12 months of release and provides
positive assistance to clients in their adjustment to the
community.

Project FIRE could benefit from continuing evaluation
and major issues include:

o Effect of program after 12 months and
detailed analysis of incidents
R Effect of increased caselcads and/or
reduceéd program stay on client recidivism
o Effect of increasing alcohol caselodds
o . Effect of- allocetlon of staff time to,program :

actrv1t1es

1.3 PROJECT ACT

The Connecticut Department of Correction manages ten
facilities. Three of these are Correctional Institutions
for sentenced offenders. The remaining seven house deten-~
tioners and sentenced offenders. Alcohol Counseling and
Treatment programs are conducted at all the facilities
through the Department's Addiction Services Division.

- Page 1.6
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1.3.1 Project Development

The Connecticut State Alcohol Council has estimated
that 30 to 40% of the 3,000 average. daily incarcerated
persons were alcohollcs or had serious alcoholic problems,
At intake into Comnecticut facilities approximately 15% of
incoming inmates classify themselves as having alcohol
problems. The only services available to incarcerated
persons with alcohol problems were weekly Alcoholics Anony-
mous meetings. The scheduling and coordinating of these
meetings
depended upon the dedication of communlty AA organizations
and their ability to gain access to the facilities. No.
formal identification of offenders with alcohol problems
was conducted and the facilities, especially the centers
with detentioner populations, were revolving doors for the
alcoholic. "

In July of 1974, Projéct ACT was established with
the following goals:

o) Improve the. process of screening and identifying
alcohol abusers on entrance into the community
correction centers and institutions

o Direct. inmates into communlty -based alcohol treat-'
ment wheuevcr possible

o Dcveiopwnnt and broaden treatment services w1th1n‘
the ‘centers and institutions

o Establish and maintain good worklno 1elat10nshlps
with AA groups and other community agencies which
alcohol abusers, i.e. Department of Mental Health,
Alcohol and Drug Dependence Division, Division of -
Vocational Rehabilitation -

o Prov1de adequate follow-up supportive services
including counseling, job placement, in cooperation
and coordination with Project FIRE, and other CPCCA
funded projects as P/PREP :

0 Reduce recidivism of released alcohol abusers '
o Reduce the amount of crime committed by abusers
o Discontinuation of alcohol abuse among clients

Table 1-3 summarizes major program aspects of
Project ACT from April 1975 to December 1975. The number
of weakly program paTLJCLdeL° declined during this period-
and, combined with an increasing dellLtlEa population,

?age 1.7
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resulted in a smaller proportion of the total population
involved in ACT programming. The amount of program hours
increased substantially and participants had a more inten=-
sive program experience. Program hours provided per
facilities population also increased, Alcoholics Anonymous
program hours increased, but became less in proportion of
total program hours. This indicates a diversification of
programming for the participants.

TABLE 1-3

ACT Program Summary,

Project ACT is providing a diversified program
of identification, counseling and treatment of alcohol
abusers within correctional facilities. An ACT counselor
is available at all institutions and the total staff effort
is equivalent to 6.8 full~time persons. Programming, has
diversified and while Alcoholics Anonymous program hours
have increased, the proportion of AA programming to total
programming has decreased.

Diversion of alcohol clients to programs outside
of the correctional centers varies and the impact of ACT
on this objective is not certain. Diversion and other
program relevant factors vary from Center to Center and
generalized standards for staff activities and performance
may not be relevant. Extent of alcoholism as a problem
will vary regionally.

- April ) December
1975 1975
Weekly Program Partiqiﬁauts 407 A 336
Average Facilities Population - 2,971 . 3,169
Participants as % of Population . 13.7% . - 10.6%
. Monthly -Participant Program ‘ C o

Hours , 3,864 hrs 5,431 hrs
Program Hours ﬁér Population 1.3 bhrs . 1.7 hrs
AA Monthly Program Hours 2,944 hrs 3,789 hrs.
AA. as % of Total Program

Hours . 1 76.2% . 69.8%

1.3.2 Findings and Recommendations .

Page 1.8
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Additional program data is required for evaluation.
Caseload intake and level of caseload involvement in avail-
able activities are ill defined. Offense information requested

from staff has limited relevance for policy and program
decisions.

Institutional: programming for alcoholics would
appear to present an excellent opportunity to work with
clients within a relatively alcohol-free environment,
Clients volunteer for such programming in order to parti-

cipate in some activities. MetaMetrics recommends that’

a2 separate evaluation be undertaken on Project ACT in order
to determine effectiveness and generate information and
analysis for future program decisions.

-
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SECTION 2

-9

FIRE PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Project FIRE (Facilitating Integration and Re-Entry
Experience) was established in 1972 with a grant from the

" Connecticut Planning Committee on Criminal Administration.

e @ ey

The initial focus was the provision of a community based
non-residential program of supportive services to individuals
who had participated in Connecticut institutional drug treat-
ment programs. Project FIRE presently operates 5 community
offices and has included alcohol abuse clients since 1974.

]

2ol_ (COALS AND OBJECTIVES

Y

In 1972, all Department of Correction treatment programs
for alcohbol and drug abuse clients were within the correctional
facilities. The re-entry into the community was then perceived
by Department officials as a critical stage for addict/offenders
and FIRE was designed to address client problems in housing,
employment, education, family and community relationshipé, and
drug or alcohol dependency.

—® - @

The overall goal of Project FIRE is to reduce the
recidivism of ex-offenders/addicts. The‘recidivism'includes
both potential criminal behavior and return to drug.or alcohol
abuse. In achieving the overall goal, objectives include:

i o‘— ———s

Employment development
Vocational training

ﬁ._...

Group counseling
Individual counseling

Educational development

e
i

Assistance in obtaining community services

=

. Cooperation with related agencies

o 00 O O 0 0O O

Utilization of paraprofessional staff

® g ) : Page 2,1
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2.2 STAFFING AND ORGANIZATION

Project FIRE is administered by the Addiction Services
Division of the Connecticut Department of Correction.
Table 2-1 shows the.stéffing and organizational structure
for December of 1975. All positions are filled with full-time
Department of Correction employees.

Page 2.2
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PROJECT DIRECTOR

Director of Addiction'Se

rvices -

i

PROJECT. COCCRDINATOR

Asst. Director of Addiction Services

B s

PN U R S e e B e e ]
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e ® ey B

FINANCIAL OFFICER

Chief Fiscal Officer
Department of Corrections

BRIDGEPORT

1 Director

2 Counselors

S

WATERBURY .. 47

1 Director
2 Counselors

.NEW_ HAVEN

1 Director
2 Counselors

NORWICH

1 Director
2. Counselors

HARTFORD

1 Director
3 Counselors

1 Office Manager

TABLE 2-1

" FIRE Staffing and Organization Chart
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1972
3rd
4th

1973
1st
2nd
3rd
4th

1974

1st
2nd
3rd
4th

1875
1st
Z2nd
3rd
Lth

Table 2-2 shows the historical staffing of Project

FIRE. Each FIRE O

counselors.

Quarter
Quarter

Quarter

uarter
Quarter
Quarter

Quarter
Quarter

Quarter

Quarter

Quarter
Quarter
Quarter
Quarter

TABLE 2-2

FIRE Staffing,

Norwich Waterbury Hartford Bridge- New

WM

W

PR WW

1972-75
port

1

2

2

4 2

3 1

3 2
3
3
3
3

4 3

A 3

4 3

5 3

ffice typically has a director and 2

Asst. Total

Haven Dir.
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o
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2.3 PROJECT ACTIVITIES  ~= " "= 77 n 0 o o i e

The activities of the-FIRE offices can be separated
into pre-release, client assistance and coordination with

community agencies.  Table 2-3 displays the major indicators
of these activities

13
)

SR R

- ' TABLE 2-3

Average Monthly Activities, 1975

Nor- Water- Hart- Bridge- New Total
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wich bury  ford port Haven
Pre-Release i ‘
Visits to Corrections 16 12 21 17 29 95
Facilities : .
Client Assistance In
Program
Group Sessions 1 1 6 2 . 8 18
Individual Sessions 61 36 56 93 103 349
Family Counseling 10 9 3 & 8 34
Surveillance ' - J
Urine Specimens : 19 15 34 . 53 52 173
Community Agency Co-
ordination )
Qutside Contacts 73 25 51 67 58 274

2.3.1 Pre-Release

An important program aspect is‘the FIRE preparation and
coordination. prior to the release of'a.new client. Clients
are admitted to the program on the basis of prior drug or
alcohol abuse, need for FIRE services and/or paroie stipulation.

FIRE personnel identify potential clients through alcohol
and drug counselors in the Institutions at Niantic, IEnfield;
Somers and Cheshire. Potential clients are interviewed at the
Institutions prior to their release. Clients are frequently
transferred to Centers close to their communities for community
programs such as work release prior tc their relszase. FIRE
personnel maintain contact with potential clients at the Centers
or Institutions and provide services in anticipation of educa-
tion, employment and housing neecds.

Page 2.5
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2.3.2 Program Services

Clients are provided individualized attention by FIRE
personnel. Interviewed clients stressed tEe épncern and
dedication' shown by FIRE staff, Individual counseling sessions
are the means used to determine client needs and assets..
Assistance in employment is a major focus.

The FIRE Offices vary in the utilization of group sessions
and family counseling. Norwich and Waterbury provide substan-

tially more family counseling and fewer group sessions than
the other offices.

FIRE uses three designations of status for clients,
Active clients are those who are in the program and
participate on a regular basis. Inactive clients are those
who successfully complete active participation and may
require occasional assistance. Splitees are those who
left the program unsatisfactorily and includes left without
notice, arrested, detained and dropped out without FIRE
concurrence.

2.3.3 Agency Coordination

FIRE personnel maintain‘cqntacts with employment services,
parole offices, PREP contractors and other agencies providing
cervices to clients. Approximately 257% of all outside contacts
are for the purpose of obtaining employment for FIRE clients
aad 20% are contacts with parole. ‘ '

2.4 CASELOADS AND CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS

A format for mdintaining consistent FIRE office data was
designed and implemented in 1974. Data was maintained on a
monthly basis and includes client information and FIRE acti-
vities informstion. Table 2-4 shows the size of active case-

loads at the end of the Quarter for part of 1974 and all of
1975. ’
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TABLE 2-4

Active Caéeloads

Norwich Water- Hartford Bridge-  New
bury port Haven Total

1974 . ) : .

3rd Quarter 0 6 25 9 19 59
4th Quarter 4 12 34 15 9 74
1975 '

lst Quarter 10 11 26 14 16 77
2nd Quarter 15 11 28 21 22 97
3rd Quarter 19 14 24 22 20 99
4th Quarter - 20 22 . 24 29 .22 117

Active caseloads have steadily increased since the
beginning of the program. The size of the caseload relative
to the staff has also increased as shown in Table 2-5. 1In
mid-1974 there were 5 clients for each staff person. By the
end of 1975 the ratio was 7 per steff person.

TABLE 2-5

- Caseload to Staff Ratios

Norwich Water~- Hartford Bridge- New
bury port - Haven Total
1974
3rd Quarter 0 6 6 3 . 6 5
4th Quarter 4 12 9 - "5 3 6
1975 ,
1st Quarter 10 11 7 5 5 6
2nd Quarterx 8 4 7 7 7 6
3rd Quarter 10 5 6 7 7 7
4th Quarter 7 7 5 10 7 7

Fage.2;7
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Table 2-6 shows client intake.and flow. Table 2-6a
shows time in program. A listing of 225 not active clients
provided client information on time in program and other
items. The turnover calculation for 1975 is based on the
average size of the caseload (active clients) and the annual
intake. Time in the program shows an increase from the not
active sample to the$'75 calculation of 5 months up to 5.5
months. The time inkprogram for the FIRE Offices ranges from
approximately 4 months for Bridgeport to almost double for
Hartford. i

TABLE 2-6

Client Flows and Caseloads

ruﬂum,«*

g @ —@ B

@

Norwich Water- Hart~ Bridge- New Total
. bury ford port Haven

Admissions '75 38 24 40 67 47 216
Active (Clients

12/75 20 22 24 29 22 117

Highest 21 2 34 29 25 117

Average 16 15 26 22 20 99

TABLE 2-6a

Time in Program and Turnover Time (Months)
Sample-Not Active

Inactive 6.2 3.4 9.2 4.2 5.8 6.0
Splitees 2.3 2.2 4.8 3.4 4.0 3.7
Boi:h 3.8 2.8 7.5 3.8 5.1 5.0

Turnover '75 5.0 7.5 7.8 3.9 5.1 5.5

Project TIRE initially dealt only with a drug abuse
clientele. - Table 2-7 shows that. the listing of not active

clients (which reflects the caseload from 1972 to mid-1575)
consisted of less than 107 alcohol abuse clients. In December
of 1975, over a quarter of the clients had previous alcohol

problems. The FIRE offices show varying levels of alcohol
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caseloads. Norwich is high with 35% and Bridgeport is low

with 10%.

TARLE 2-7

Type of Client, Drug or Alcohol

Norwich Water- Hart- Bridge- New Total
' bury ford port Haven
Sample-
Not Active ‘
Drug 9 14 50 63 68 - 204
Alcohol 4 6 2 7 2 210
% Alcohol 30.8% 30.07% 3.8% 10.0% 2.9% 9.3%

December, 1975~

Active
Drug 13 17 14 26 15 8?
Alcohol 7 5 10 3 7 32

" % Alcohol  35.0% 22.7% 41.7% 10.3%  31.8% 27.4%

Table 2-8 shows miscellaneous client characteristics as
derived fiom the not active sample,“ Median age is 24.5 years.
Most of the FIRE clients are on parole (with an estimated
50%. stipulated to participate in FIRE by the Parole Board)
and approximately 71% participated in drug or'a}cohol
programs while in correctional facilities.

— & —

®
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TABLE 2-8

Client Characteristics, Sample - Not Active

Median Age

Inactive 24,3 years
Splitees 24,7 years
Combined 24.5 years

Type of Release

Number % of Total
Parole 182 83.9%
Expiration of Sentence 26 12.07
Probation . 9 4.1%

% Participated in Institutional Program

Splitees 69.3%
" Drug Clients 71.0%
Alcohol Clients 81.0%
Total 71.6%
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2.5 EMPLOYMENT

Few clients have jobs awaiting them upon their release
from correctional facilities. Table 2-9 shows the employment
status of 52 not active clients of the Hartford Office.

Upon entry into the FIRE program, 82.7% of the clients are

unemployed.

During their stay in the program there are 40.4% of
the clients who do not obtain jobs and 55.87 are unemployed
upon leaving FIRE. FIRE personnel help 53.5% of the unem-
ployed clients to find jobs.

TABLE 2-9

Client Employment Status, Hartford FIRE

: Inactive Splitee Total
Program Entry Clients Clients |
Employed 6 | - 3 9
Uniemployed 23 20 143
Total R 73 Bas/an
Unemployment Rate 79.3% 87.0% 82.7%
In Program
Employed .22 9 31
Unemployed 7 14 21
Total 29 23 57
Unemployment Rate . 24.1% 39.1% C40.4,
Aided by FIRE 16 : 7‘ 23
Alded as % of Unemployed 69.6% : 35.0% 53.5%
Departure
Employed ‘ 19. 4 23
Unemployed 10 19 29
Total - 25 23 ‘ 527
Unemployment Rate 34.5% ‘ 82.6% 55.8%"

Splitee Clienisk(cliehts who did not complete the
FIRE Program) have in-program and departure uncmployment rates
that are substantially higher than those of the clients
completing the program.
Pare 2.11



{ SECTION 3

ﬁ FIRE CLIENT PERFORMANCE

msaana-.xl

Project FIRE is a well-managed, vigorous effort to aid

@. drug and alcohol clients to adjust to their communities upon

i release from corrections facilities. Staff is dedicated and
clients have attested to the real assistance provided them

\. through the procgram. .

Q The overall goal' of Project.FIRE, nonetheless, 1s to

% affect recidivism, both return to crime and return to alcohol

or drug abuse. Recidivism is behavior that was measured for

in-program performance with only inter-office comparisons

8.

and was contrasted with a control group for overall post
release performance,

B

; 3.1 IN-PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

Directors of the five FIRE Offices provided in-pregram
' performance information on 225 clients who were in the
7n - program during the period 1972 through mid-1975. Table 3-1
presents a sﬁmmary of the performance data. Slightly less

L than 507 of the caseload left the program as splitees.

-] Splitees in some cases actually split or left without

% »otice. Some, arrested and detained, were unable to
B maintain ﬁositive'program contact.  In many cases clients

i simply dropped out of the FIRE Project as opposed to
& ‘ abscond from parole or the program. The term splitee is
|

ambiguous and its application varies between FIRE offices.

Page 3.1
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TABLE 3-1

In-Program Client Performance Summary

Total ’ : 225
Inactive ' 124
Splitees 101
Splitees, Arrested 39
Inactive, Arrested 8
Total Arrested i} 47
Conyicted ) ) 20
Sentenced _ ©13
Fined or Probation : 7
Absconded ) '_2 .
Awaiting Trial 2
Disposition Unknown ‘17
. Dismissed or Nolled 6

.Table 3-1 indicates that an estimated 38.6% of splitees
were actually arrested while in the FIRE Project, conversely,
61.4% had not been adversely involved in the criminal justice

system or detected during the program stay.

Table 3-2 shiows client performance by FIRE Offices,
The proportion of clients classified as splitees by each office

are Dot statistically significant1§<different from the 44,97 for
FIRE as a whole. Norwich shows an unusually high arrest ratec.



TABLE 3-~2

In-Program Client Performance,

Norwich Water-

bury
Total 13 20
Split % 61.5 50.0
Arrested Y, 38.5 10.0
Convicted % - 7.7
Incarcerated - 5.0

Hart- Bridge-
ford | port
52 70
404 48,6
15.4 18.6
13.5 16.7

3.8 7.4

By Office

New Total
Haven

70 . 225
40.0 44,9
27.1 20.9
10.2 8.9
3.9 5.8

— QV““

Directors were asked to specify which of uhe clients
had returned to drug or alcohol dependency while in the
program. Interpretation of ”depundﬁncy varied and criteria
for specification were not given (example:
to classify a client).

data.

use of hearsay
Table 3~3 shows the results of this
While the Hartford data appears to be inconsistent

vith the other 6ffices it is clear that alcohol clients reci-

divated at a higher rate than the drug clients.

TABLE 3-3

Return to Drug or Alcohol Abuse

Nor- Water~ = Hart- Bridge- New Total
wich bury ford port Haven
Total 13 20 52 70 - 70 225(1)
Return to '
Abuse 5 4 2 8 14 33
Return as % )
of Total 38.5% 20.0% 3.8% 11.4% 20.0%  14.7%
Drug Abuse
‘Clients 8 13 49 62 66 196
Return to o
Drug Abuse 2 2 2 - 5 12 23
As 7 of Drug
Clients 25.0% 15.4% 4.1% 8.17% 18.2% 11.3%
Acohol
Clients 4 6 ' 2 7 2 21
Return to
Ale.Abuse 3 2 0 3 2 10
As % of '
Alcoliol ’
Clients 75.0% 33.3% - 0 42, 9% 100.0%  47.6%

(1) Includes 6 clients classified as bo*h
Drug and Alcohol. . -
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3.2 CLIENT POST RELEASE PERFORMANCE

The overall goal of Project FIRE is to reduce criminal
recidivism of its clients. This goal is the primary reason
for the funding received from the Connecticut.Planning

Committee on Criminal Administration.

A folliow-up of clients e¢nd a control group was conducted
to determine if Project FIRE actually reduced recidivism.
Comparisons of client performance were also conducted between
I'IRE offices.
3.2.1 Design

)

A list of 225 FIRE clients who were in the program between
1972 and mid-~1975 was obtained from the five FIRE offices.
FIRE erector noted the contacts the clients had with the

criminal justice system when known. Women clients and clients

!

with alcohcl problems were removed from the list in order
to better define the FIRE group,Computerized, descriptive

and tracking information was obtained for 202 clients,

(1

The control group was defined as male offenders at Cheshire,

d or Somers who had previous drug problems and were

potential FIRE clients. Project FIRE personnel maintained

lists of iuterviews with candidates for the program beglnnlno

in July of 1974. This list was screened and actual T'IRE

clients were removed. Candidates who had alcohol or undeter-
ined addiction problems were also removed. Descriptive and

tracklng information was obtained for 66 clients in the control

group.

3.2.2 Performance., 172 Months
3

A few of the FIRE clients were released on parole in

March of 1972, a totel of 48 months i the community from
time of relcase to the obtaining of criminal tra king informa-
tion., The minimum time in the communlty for FIRE clients was
6 months. ‘he control group, however, Lad release times ranging
from 2 menths to 20 months.
(1) The only true control and experime al groups require

Fwins {rom identical cnvironments ueh an expcrimeutal

design is lmpubs.rLe in thie LOLLCCsz‘S setting and thc

control groun degignated herein ig necessa l]y a
compronise.

C"



I*J! — FgL' !

To provide a first cut of performance for the two
groups, incidents which occurred within the first year
(arrests, technical violations and absconding) were noted
and other status determined. Table 3-4 presents this informa-

tion. 1In the case of the FIRE group, computerized information

was supplemented with the FIRE Directors' knowledge of incidents.

TABLE 3-4
Performance Status, 12 Month Period

FIRE CONTROL

Number % of Total Number 7% of Total
Without Incident 147 72.2 43 63.2
Arrested,(l) ' :
~ Released ™™ 5 2.5 , 2 2.9
Arrested,Convicted
Fined 3 1.5 0
Pirobation 1 .5 0
Senteanced 28 13.8 7 10.3
. Arrested, Awaiting
Trial
Bowrd 4 2.0 3 bl
Detained 9 4.5 . 8 | 11.8
Technical Violator 3 1.5 5 ' 7.4
Parolé Abscondexr 2 1.0 . 0
Total 202 100.0 68 100.0

D . ) . .
¢ >1ncludes not prosecuted and not guilty

=
o)
cQ
©
€
w



Table 3-5 presents a summary of client status. The

control group shows a higher recidivism rate ir all categories.

TABLE 3-5

Status Summary, 12 Month Period

FIRE ' CONTROL
;Arrested 24..8% . 29.4%,
Incarceratedt) 19.8% 29.57%
Parole Violator<2) 2.5% o 7.4
All Tncidents 27.29 T 36.8%.

(1 Includes sentenced, detained and technical violators.

(Z)Includes technical wviolators and parole absonders
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3.2.3 Performance Through Time

While the overall rates of the FIRE group for the first
12 month perind are somewhat better than those for the Control
Group, statistical conclusions are not drawn from this informa-
tion since some Control clients had only 2 months time in the

community compared to 6 months minimum for FIRE clients.

This data does provide a cumulative rate of recidivism
through time. The first two columns of Table 3-6 and 3-7
show the number of individuals at the beginning of each month
who had no incident and the number of incidents ‘for the month.
Incidents include arrests, techmical violations and parole :
absconding. Individuals who were not in the community for :
the months noted are excluded from subsequent time periods
as are those that had an incident. From this data, a cumula-' .
tive rate of incidents was calculatéd,l For the FIRE program
group, the rate is shown up to the 24th month at which time there
were 53 clients who had been in the community for 24 months with
no incidents. The rate is shown for 20 months for the Control
group. Figure 3-1 graphs the rates.

1The number of clients for each month excludes those who have
not been in the community for that number of months and those
who previously had an incident.. The cumulative percentage of .
incidents is then estimated by increasing the size of the base
and cumulative incidents through inclusion of the estimated
cunulative number of those involved in incidents’ in the previous
months. ' The formula for calculating this cumuiative incident
rate is shown below:

() ©P1 )
CPNi,_; . . @

CpPI =
n

(NI ) (CPL__
CPNI;_;

1).

ot NI,

Where: CPI

it

cumulative proportion with incidents

NI = actual number without incidents
CPNI = cumulative proportion withcout incidents
I = actual number with incidents
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TARLE 3-

FIRE Program Group, Incidents

6

Estimated

202.
202,
202.
202,
202.
201.
200.
197.
+196.
192.
184.
178.
177.
169.
166.
151.
141,
129.
122,
115.
114,
101.

96.

Actual
Months Incidents No Incidents Cumulative Base
Incidents
1 7 202 7.0
2 5 195 12.0
3 4 . 190 16.0
4 10 186 26.0
5 6 176 - 32.0
6 3 170 34.9
7 6 166 40.7
8 4 157 44,0
9 3 152 46.6
10 0 147 45.9
11 3 140 47.7
12 4 132 50.4
~13 8 127 58.1
14 -3 114 58.6
15 1 109 58.5
16 2 98 55.0°
17 5 ) 56.2
i8 1 78 52.6
19 &4 73 53.9
20 0 65 50.8
21 0 64 50.1
22 0 57 _ 44,6
23 0 54 42.3
24 0 53 41.5

9.

Through Time

Cumulative
Percentage
of Incidents

MW ODWOWANOUVIOAREDST OOV OOOOO

40.

N

w
[ ‘e - * . [ .
WA UNROWOOOWWlw®mowwn
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& . TABLE 3-7

Control Group, Incidents Through Time

, Estimated
® . Actual Cuinulative
i} Cumulative Percentage
Months Incidents ©No Incidents Incidents Base of Incidents
, 1 3 68 3.0 68.0 4.4
e 2 5 65 8.0 68.0 11.8
] 3 2 58 9.8 65.8 14.9
4 1 54 10.5 63.5 16.5
5 6 49 15.7 58.7 26.7
6 2 41 16.9 55.9 30.2
i 7 1 35 16.2 50.2 32.3
@) 8 1 31 15.8 45.8 34.5
- 9 1 29 16.3. 443 36.8
10 2 20 13.6 31.6 43.0
11 1 14 11.6 "24.6 47.2
12 12 10.7 22.7 47.2
13 10 3.9. 18.9 47.2
@ 14 3 7.2 15.2 -
L 15 6. 5.4 11.4
16. 3 2.7 5.7
' 17 2 1.8 3.8
1 18 2 1.8 3.8
19 2 1.8 3.8
S 20 0
L
@ Page 3.
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Table 3-8 summarizes this performance at 3 month intervals.

For the first 18 months the FIRE group had a better performance
than the Control group. Statistically, the difference is
significant for the first 12 months. The number of clients

in both groups declined to the point that the difference could be
due to expected sample dlffeyences after the 12th month.

-

TABLE 3-8

Summaly of Performance, Incidents Through Time
FIRE and Control Groups

FIRE Performance

FIRE Control Stat. Level of .

Month ’ Difference Sig. Gross Statistical

3 7.9% 14.9% Yés .05 ter

6 17.37  30.2% z n Befrer  Befter

9 23.8% 36.8% " 1 n n

%2 28.3% 47.2% " " : : 1 . : n

5 35.1% 47.2% No - T if

13 Lo 6% 4799 No - ' | | No leference

-

2.4 Comparative Performance

Tables 3-9 through 3-13 show the cumulative rate of
incidents for each of the FIRE offices for the 1st 12 months
on ‘release.



»| T TABLE 3-9

Hartford FIRF, Incidents Through Time

- Actual Estimated Cumulative
® , Percentage
Months Incidents No Incidents Cumulative Base - of Incidents
Incidents
g 1 1 45 1.0 45.0 2.2
2 44 1.0 45.0 2.2
® _ 3 1 - 44 2.0 45.0 44
4 3 43 5.0 45.0 11.1
5 40 5.0 45.0 11.1
6 1 40 6.0 45.0 13.3
7 2 39 8.0 45.0 17.8
8 1 37 9.0 45.0 20.0
S 9 36 9.0 45.0 20.0
10 36 9.0 45.0 20.0
11 1 35 9.8 43.8 22.4
12 34 9.8 43,8 27.4
@
TABLE 3-10
® Norwich FIRE Incidents Through Time
Actual Estimated Cumulative
B Months TIncidents No Incidents Cumglative Rase . g§l§§2§§§§t5
Incidents : -
. 1 10 . L. 10.0 ) 6.0
— 2 2 10 2 10.0 20.0
3 1 8 3 10.0 : 30.0
4 7 3 10.0 30.0
b 5 1 7 4 10.0 . . 40,0
® 6 1 6 5 10.0 ‘ 50.0
7 5 5 10.0 50.0
8 5 5 10.0 ' 50.0
- 9 5 5 10.0 50.0
- 10 5 5 10.0 ‘ 5Q0.0
11 /43 4 8.0 50.0
® 12 4 4 8.0 ’ - 50.0

L | | | ) Page 3.12
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TABLE  3-11
Bridgeport FIRE, Incidents Through Time

Actual Estimated . Cumulative:

Months Incidents No Incidents gﬁzgézgize Base E%riizggiits
1 5 62 5.0 62.0 ) 8.1
2 1 57 . 6.0 62.0 9.7
3 1 56 7.0 62.0 11.3
4 1 56 8.0 62.0" 12.9
5 1 54 9.0 62.0 . 14.5
6 53 9.0 62.0 14.5
7 2 52 10.8 60.8 17.8
8 1 49 11.6 59.6 19.5
9 3 47 14.4 58.4 24.7
10 44 14 .4 58.4 24.7
11 41 : 13.4 54.4 24.7
12 2 37 14,1 49,1 28.7

TABLE 3-12

Waterbury FIRE, Incidents Through Time

Actual Estimated , Cumu:lative

»]
Months Incidents Mo Incidents Cumulative ° Base t§r$§2§§§§fs
‘ Incidents = -~
1 1 19 1.0 19.0 5.3
2 18 1.0 19.0 5.3
3 18 1.0 19.0 5.3
4 18 1.0 19.0 | 5.3
5 18 1.0 19.0 5.3
6 18 1.0 19.0 5.3
.7 1 18 2.0 19.0 10.5.-
8 1 16 2.9 17.9 16.2
9 15 2.9 17.9 16.2
10 14 2.7 - 16.7 16.2
11 2 14 4.7 16.7 26.1
12 1 12 5.7 16.7 34.1
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TABLE 3-13

New Haven FIRE, Incidents Through Time

Actual Estimated

Cumulative
o Cumulative Percentage
Months Incidents No Incidents Incidents Base of Incidents

1 , 66 0.0 66.0 0.0
2 2 66 2.0 66.0 3.0
3 1 64 3.0 66.0 4.5
4 6 63 9.0 66.0 - 13.6
5 4 57 13.0 © 66.0 19.7
6 1 53 14.0 66.0 21.2
7 1 52 15.0 66.0 22.7
8 1 50 15.7 64.7 24.3
9 49 15.7 64.7 243
10 48 - 15.4 63.4 24,3
11 46 14.8 1 60.8 24,3
12 15.4 59.4 25.9

1 45



TABLE 3-14
® - . Summary of Performance, Tncidents Through Time
FIRE Offices
Water- Hart- Bridge- New FIRE
Month Norwich bury ford port Haven Total
® ) 3 30.0% 5.3% 4.4% 11.3% 4.5% 7.9%
6 50.0% 5.3% 13.3% 14.5% 21.27 17.3%
9 50.0%  16.2%  20.0% 24.7% 24,37 23.8%
;2 50.0%  34.1%  27.4% 28.7% 25.9% 35.1%
S
@
®
Os—_

Table 3-14 shows the rate of incidents at 3 month
intervals for FIRE offices and Control. Statistically, the
Norwich and Waterbury rates show as not different when
compared to the Control group. The Norwich fat@ is higher

than that of FIRE as a whole.

Control

14..97
30. 2%
36.8%
47.27

]

o)
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3.2.5. Group Characteristics

The Control group was derived from interviewed potential

clients in correctiunal institutions who had previous drug
problems. A possibility exists that the FIRE and Control
groups, while similar in demonstrated interest in the FIRE
program and previous drug history, differed in other charac-

teristics which could afféct group recidivism rates.

Computerized descriptive information was obtained on

individuals of both groups.

information.

Summary of Characteristics

Race

% Blaclk

&7 TT1. 2 4.

% White

% Puerto Rican

Median Age

Average School Years

Per Cent Single

Per- Cent Unemployed

20 e e et

Per Cent Previously
Incarcerated

Distribution of Major

Offense Categories

Property Crimes

Crimes Against Persons

Non-Victin and
Other- Crimes

TABLE 3-~15

[

FIRE

59.2%
34.3%
6.5%
23 yrs
10.3 ™

61.5%
75.5%

77.0%

56.3%
16.4%

27.3%

Control

50.0%

38.3%
11.7%
21 yrs.
9.6 "

71.7%
54,4,

61.7%

Table 3-15 summarizes the

Statistical Level of

Difference

No
No
Yes
Yes

LU

Yes
Yes

Yes

No.
No

N O

Significance

10.0%
5.0%

-

10.0%
.27

1.0%

Racial composition of the groups differed slightly in

the proporticn of Puerto Ricans with the Control group having

wore. The FIRE group was older and had fewer single persons.

rage 3.10



ey =euder

The FIRE group unemployment rate upon arrest was higher and
may reflect the FIRE clients perceived need for assistance
in obtaining work. A higher percentage of FIRE clients had
been previouély incarcerated although the distribution of

major offenses were similar.

Characteristics of the FIRE group which may tend towards

recidivism are the unempleyment rate and previous incarceration.

However, the FIRE group was older and married which would have
the opposite tendency.

Table 3-16 shows the distribution of cffenses for the
FIRE and Control groups. While the proportion involved in
crimes against persons were similar, FIRE clients included
homicide and rape offenders,

 TABLE 3-16

Distribution of Offenses

Number _Distribution
FIRE Control FIRE Control.
Homicide 2 0 1.67% -
Assault 10 8 7.8% 15.1%
Rape 5 0 A 3.9% 4 -
Robbery 31 11 24,27 20.8%
Burglary 22 9 17.2% 17.0%
Larceny 15 5 11.7% ) Q.47
Narcotics 17 12 13.3% 22.6%
larole/Probation '
Vieolation 6 2 4.7% 3.8%
Forgery -3 0 2.3% - .-
Escape 4 0 23.1% -
Other | 13 6 10.2% 11.3%
128 53 . 100.0% 100.0%
Page 3.17



SECTION &

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Project FIRE is a fully operational program of five
regional offices providing services to facilitate integration
and re-entry of offenders with drug or alcohol abuse problems,
FIRE services not only reduce potential for recidivism, but
aid the client to become a self-supporting and contributing
member of the community. '

4.1 PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Project FIRE is achieving stated objectives to provide
services, counsel clients, coordinate and cooperate with
related agencies, and utilize paraprofessional staff. The
staff is dedicated amd highly professional. The overall
organization is cohesive and in accord with Project goals and
objectives. Staff discussions of priorities, strategies and
tactice are intense and constructive. Project FIRE has become

an integral part of the Department of Correction's efforts

“to assist the addicted offender in readjusting to the

community.

Identirication and ﬁre—releése contact with clients in
correctional facilities is a substantial pbrtion of the staff
effort. Each of the five offices visits a correctional
facility on approximately a daily basis.

Client counselling consists of group, individual and family
segsions.. Individual counselling predominates with ‘each
client having approximately once a week sessions. Three of

the FIRE Offices hold group sessions only once or twice a
month.

Employment development is an important focus for Project
FIRE. Client unemployment rates are-high; the Hartford
Office rate is 82.7% of inc.ming clients. An estimated 50%
of unemployed clicuts obtain jobs through TIRF staff.

Page 4.1
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Assistance consists of identification of employers who will
hire ex-offenders, job interview counseling, and direct support
in job interviews.

Active caseloads have doubled over an 18 month period.
In December of 1975, the total active caseload was 117.
Caseload to staff ratios have increased to 7 for December,
1975. The size of caseload is diréctly related to the extent
of individual attention and services that FIRE staff can
provide. Residential programs have caseload to staff ratios
of 2 as compared to 7 for FIRE. -Some residential programs
provide sﬁpport services comparable to those of FIRE. Parole
and probation caseloads ratios of 40 and above are essentially
supervision and processing for violation caseleads with little
or no services provided.

FIRE clients remain in the program for approximately
5.5 months. 'The Bridgeport Qffice has the shortest stay at

3.9 monthe. Hartford has a stay twice as long zt 7.8 months.

Clients with previous alcohol problems congtitute a larger
portion of the caseload at 27.4% for December, 1975. The pro-
portion is increasing.

4.2 CLIENT PERFORMANCE

Clients who suécessfully complete the program are placed
on inactive status. Others are termed "Splitees'. Spliteces

constituted 44.9% of the not active clients; 38.6% of Splitees
'We;e arrested while still in the FIRE program.

Return to drug or alcohol abuse while ih'program was
14.7%. 'The rate for drug clients was 11.3%. The rate for
alcohol clients was 47.6% or 10 of 21 clients. The rate for
alcohol clients is substantially higher. '

Criminal recidivism calculated as arrests, technical
violators and parole absconders was reduced for FIRE clients

as compared to a Control group consisting of men released firom
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Correctiocnal Institutions with a previous history of drug.
abuse who were interviewed as potential FIRE clients.
Recidivism for the FIRE clients at the end of 12 months

after release was 28.3% as compared to 47.2% for the Control
group. This difference in rates is statistically significant
at the 57 level.

In-program and overall post-release performance was
compared for the FIRE Offices. The newer offices of Norwich
and Waterbury-have higher rr~cidivism rates than the other
Offices. : ) .

4.3 PROGRAM ISSUES

While Project FIRE is accomplishing its stated .goals and
objectives and providing services in a dedicated and highly
professional manner, several issues can be addreéssed which
may affect operating effectiveness, .

Staff allocation of time to -pre-release activities

(particularly institutional visits), individual and family

+counselling as compared to group counselling, and counselling

of alcohol as compared to drug clients should be reviewed
periodically. Staff should be alert to differences in alloca-
tion of time between Offices and adopt those approaches which

provide more payoff with respect to use of staff time.

Office caseloads have been increasing, but caseload to
staff vatios range from 5 for Hartford to 10 for Bridgeport.,
Length of stay in program is high in Hartford with 7.8 months
and low at Bridgeport with 3.9 months. Client performance
measures are similar for both Offices. This indicates that
increased caseloads and shorter program stays may not affect
client performance adversely, other pfogram factors being
equal., The major pfogram concern is to determine the optimum
caseload and minimum program stay at which client performance
is not adversely affected. .

Monkthly statistics generatad by the FIRE Offices are excellent
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and indicate caseload levels, status of clients, and level of
staff activity. The use of "Splitee" to designate unsuccessful
program completion is somewhat misleading and other designation.
categories could be used to describe status upon- leaving the
FIRE érogram. Return to alcohol or drug abuse by clients
should also be recorded.

The increasing proportion of FIRE clients who previously
had alcohol problems will affect the program. Return to
alcohol abuselis higher than return to drug abuse. Counselling
and treatment techniques will differ. Size of optimun case-
loads and minimum program stay will be affected.

4.% TEVALUATION ISSUES

This evaluation addressed the issue of overall program
effectiveness with emphasis on client.recidivism. Project
FIRE is unconditionally effective in reduping client
recidivism over the first 12 monthe of release and provides
positive assistance.to clients in their adjustment to the

eommunity.
Project FIRE could benefit from continuing evaluation

and major issues include;

o Effect of program after 12 months and
detailed analysis of incidents

o Effect of increasaed caseloads and/or
reduceéed program stay on client recidivism

o - Effect of increasing alcohlol cascloads
o Effect of allocation of staff time to program

activities
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SECTION 5

PROJECT ACT
PRCJECT DESCRIPTICN AND EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Project ACT was established in 1974 to provide alcohol
counseling and treatment in all institutions and centers of
the Department of Correction. A grant from the Connecticut
Planning Committee on Criminal Administration provided necessary
funding to initiate Project ACT. The third year of CPCCA support
will end June 30, 1977. . '

The Connecticut Department of Correction manages ten
facilities. Three of these are Correctional Institutions for
sentenced offenders. The remaining seven house detentioners
and sentenced offenders. Alcohol Counseling and Treatment
programs are conducted at all the facilities through the
Department's Addiction Services Division.,

ACT activities at the facilities include:

Identification of program clients

Diversion of Detentioners to Community Programs
(except at Correctional Imstitutions)

o} Coordination of Alcoholics Anonymous meetings
0o  'Individual counseling

o Group sessions

o] Film presentations )

0 Coordination with Correctional Staff

o Coordination with community programs

o ' Referral to Project FIRE and other community

programs.

5.1 PRCGRAM DEVELOPMENT

The Connecticut State Alcohol Council has estimated that
30 to 40% of the 3,000 average daily incarcerated persons were
alcohelics or had serious alcoholic problems. At intake into
Connecticut facilities approximatelf 15 % of incoaing inmates

classify themgelves as having alcohol problems.
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Prior to the implementation of Project ACT, the only
services available to incarcerated persons with alcohol
problems were weekly Alcoholics Anonymous meetings. . The
scheduling and coordinating of these meetings depended upon
the dedication of community AA organizations and their ability
to gain access to the facilities.

No formal identification of offenders with alcohol problems
was conducted and the facilities, especially the centers with
detentioner populations wefe revolving doors for the alcoholic.
The Department of Correction estimated that the cost of incar-
¢cerating persons with alcohol problems as a proEable cause
for their offenses or charges was $1.3 million in 1973.

In 1974, Project ACT was established with the following
goals: )

0 Improve the process of screening and identifying
alcohol abusers on entrance into the community
correction centers and institutions:

0 Direct inmates into community-hbased alcohol treat-
ment whenever possible

o Development and broaden treatment sexrvices within
the centers and institutions

o Establish and maintain good working relationships
‘with AA groups and other community agencies which
alcohol abusers, i.e. Department of Mental Health,
Alcohol and Drug Dependence Division, Division of
‘Vocational Rehabilitation

0 Provide adequate follow~up supportive services
o including counseling, job placement, in cooperation
‘ and coordination with Project FIRE, aund other CPCCA
funded projects as P/PREP

0 Reduce recidivism of released alcohol, abusers
o} Reduce the amount of crime committed by abusers
o} Discontinuation of alcohol abuse among clients

Table 5-1 shows .the proportion of time dedicated to Project ACT
at the ID facilities from July, 1974 Lo Decewber, 1975. The staff
revel of effort is equivalent to approxzimately 6.8 full-time persons

with 4 c¢f the facilities served on a contract basis.
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TABLE 5-1

ACT Staff at Facilities, Fer Cent of Full Time

. Full Time
Bridge~ Brook=-  Hart- Litch- Mont- New Equivalent
port . _lyn Cheshire Enfield ford field wille FHaven Niantic Somers Total _Staff
1974 ' - .
3rd Quarter 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 . 0 0 0 100 1.0
4th Quarter 0 20 20(1) 0 100 25 50(1) 100 50 0 365 3.7
1975
lst Querter 0 201 20 100 100 25 501 1001 59 0 465 4.7
204 Quarter 100 501 201 100 100 25 50 300Y 50 100 675 6.8
3rd Quarter 100 30 201 100 100 40D 50D 100D 50 100 €90 6.9
4th Quarter 100 _ 50 . 2088 100 100 40P 50(P) . 100(1) 20 100 680 6.8

N
'—I

) . . - .
.~"/Contract with agency outside of the Department of Corrections : \

Table 5-2 shows the proposed organization chart and staffing pattern for Fiscal Year 1977,
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I Assistant Project Director | | Chief Fiscal Of I |
§ Assistant Director, Addiction Services j ’
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f . .
| Project ACT Coordinator
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SOMERS ENFIELD NIANTIC NEW HAVEN & BRIDCEPORT LITCHFIELD  HARTFORD BROOKLYN & MONTVILLE
' CHESHIRE
Treatment Treatment Treat- reatment reatment Treatment Treatment Treatment Aide T (1):
Aide I Alde I ment Aide I Aide T {2): Aide I (1): Aide I (2): % time Brooklyn,
(State Aide I One as liai- % time as One as . % time Montville,
~funded son with institu~-’ liaison \position funded
position Project tional with through Comprehen-
thirough FIRE, ' alcohol Project sive Employment
general Bridge~ counselor; ' FIRE Training ACT)
funds port % time as Hartford ‘
liaison
.to Prcject
FIRE,
Waterbury
TABLE 52

Proposed ACT Staffing and
Organization for Tiscal Year 1977
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Table 5~3 summarizes major
ACT from April 1975 to December

program aspects of Project

1975. The number of weekly

program participants declined during this period and,

combined with an increasing facilities poplulation, resulted
in a smaller proportion (I the total population involved

in ACT programming. The amount of program hours increased

substantially and participants had a more intensive program

experience. Program hours provided per facilities popula-

tion also increased, Alcoholics Anonymous program hours

increased,; but became less in proporiion of total program

hours. This indicates a diversification of programming for

the participants.

TABLE 5-3

ACT Program Suummary

Weekly Program Participants

Avérage Facilities Population

Partiéipants as % of Populetion

Monthly Participant Program
hours

Program Hours per Population

AA Monthly Program Hours

- AA as 7 of Total Progran

Hours

5.2 TROJECT FERFORMANCE

April
1975

407
2,971
13.7%

3,864 hrs
1.3 hrs
2,944 hrs

76.2%

December
1975

336
3,169,
10. 6%

5,431 hrs
1.7 hrs
3,789 hrs

69.8%

Project ACT was established to reduce the recidivism of

released ailcohol abusers. Recidivism consgisted of return to

crime and/or return to alcohol abuse. The means to affect

recividism consisted of:
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fdentification of alcohol abusers

Diversion of detentioners

Development of facility programs for
alcochol abusers

o Coordination and cooperation with AA’
and other community agencies

0 Coordination of follow-up services
with Project FIRE and other community
programs.

The eventual impact of Project ACT can be nieasured by
recidivism. For the purpose of the evaluation,’ the focus
was on the process aspects of Project ACT,

5,2.1 VStafﬁ Resources

Lach of the Connecticut iacilities has unique features
which affect the ACT facility program. Two facilities have
long term sentenced offenders. One has youthful sentenced
offenders and onc has women detenticners and offenders. The

Coruccecional Centers largely contain detained persons.
—wl

They serve urban or rural areas and range in average daily
sopulatlo s from 43 to 400.

Table 5~4 shows the relationship of ACT staff to the
size of the facility population and to monthly program
perticipant hours. In December of 1975, 5 of the facilities
had full-time alcohol counselors., Average monthly program
participant hours averaged a high of 918 for Somers and a low
of 135 for Litchfield. |

.

Frogram hours provided per full-time staff indicates
a relative level of effort. For example, staff members.
working half time at Montville provided an average of 375
participant hours. Conceivably, the staff member could
have provided twice as wmuch or 750 hours if involved full
time. Brooklyn and Litchfield indicate a relatively low
output. of 376 and 338 hours. This is due primarily to the
small populations at these facilities which are 71 and 43
regpectively. '
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Similarly, population per full time staff shows the

facility population served by the staff effort. Again, the

Montville counsclor serves a population of 124 at a half time

level which would be equivalent to a served population of

248 at full-time. Brooklyn and Cheshire show a low population

served per staff., Cheshire and Somers are high and possibly

require an increase in staff effort.

TABLE 5-4

Program Output and Staff Resources

Bpt. Brk. Ches. Enf. Hfd. Litch. Mont. N.H. Niant.

staff (1) 1.0

Ln
N

1.0 1.0 4 .5 1.0 .2
Partici~'
pant Hrs(2) 645 188 209 633 689 135 375 840 215

Hours per
Staff

<o
O

655 376 1,045 633 6 338 750 640 1,075
Facilities -
P0pg1a—(3)

tion 356 71 380 370 - 400 43 . 124 313 145

Population
per Staff 356 142 1,900

W
~¢
(@]

400 108 248 313 725

<1)Fullmtime equivalent, December, 1975
2) ; ..
("Avcragc_monthly program heurs, April to December, 1975

\3>Decembeﬁ, 1975

Somers Total

1.0

918

918

967

967
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5.2.2 ACT Program Participants and Penetration

Table 5-5 shows the estimated number OF weckly
participants during the period of April, 1975 to December,
1975 as derived from the monthly reports of ACT counselors.
Penetrations is indicated by the percentage of the facility
total population and sentenced population involved in the
program. A participant is defined as an individual involved

in at least two hours of programming during the week.

TABLE 5-5

Program Participants and PerCent of Population

Average
Weekly Pro-
gram ‘

Participants 37 9 23 45 41 15 18 66 20 71

Average
Yacility ' .
Popnlation 388 70 365 359 335 53 125 317 147 914

Partici-
pants as

345

3,073

% of Pon. 9.5% 12.9% 6.3% 12.5% 12.5% 28.3% 14.4% 20.8%.13.6Z 7.8% 11.2%

As 7 of : ¥
Sentenced

Populatn. 19.9% 15.5% 6.3% 12.5% 19.5% 53.67% 26.9% 66.6% 17.4% 7.8% 14.4%

For the system as & whole, 11.2% of the iucarcerated population

.and 14,47 of the sentenced population was involved in at least

2 hours of ACT programming. Litchfield showed the highest penetra-
tion at 28.3% of the avarage population of 53. Somers, the ’
largest institution, showed the highast participation of 71
wnich constituted 7.8% of the average population.
While it has been estimated theat 307 of the institutional
population may have alcohol problems, thersz would be some
difficulty in reaching that proportion in the Corrsctional

Centers which have a higlh turnover. The short stay resulting
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from high turnover makes identification and program

scheduling difficult. For Enfield and Somers, the Correc-
tional Institutions, a target of 307 in program may be
realistic. Cheshire, the institution for young male

offenders,'may have less of a problem population.

Table 5-6 shows total monthly participant program hours
and Alcoholics ‘*Anonymous program hours by facility for the
nine month period, April, 1975 to December, 1975. Program
hours increased in all cases except Niantic. AA program
hours increased in most cases, but was a smaller proportion
of total program hours by Decembér, 1975.

Facility populations increased from April, 1975 to
December, 1975. The ACT program hours increased at a
greater rate and there wereequal or more program hours per
innate in December, 1975 except for Niantic. )

W
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TABLE 5-6
Participant Program Hours
Bpt. Brk. Ches. Enf. Hfd.  Litch. .
Monthly ?articipant
Program Hours
Apr., '75 470 170 203 495 512 112
Dec. '75 8290 206 215 771 866 159
AA Program Hours ,
Apr. 75 470 48 38 470 400 112
Dec., '75 480 176 112 765 752 80
AA ‘as % of
Psrtc.,Prog. Hours
Lpr. '75 100.0 28.2 43.3 94..9 78.1 100.0
Dec. '75 58.5 85.4 52.1 99.2 86.8 '50.3
Program Hours. per
Average Pcpulation
Apr. P75 . 1.1 2.5 .6 1.4 1.9 1.8
Dec. '75 2.3 2.9 .6 2.1 2.2 3.7

R bldssy
. )

Mont.

134

128
200

W O
AV S}
£ o

1.1
5.0

N.H. Niant.

620 256
660 174
580 128
480 104
93.5 50.
72.7 59,
1.9 1.
2.1 1.

o

Scmers Total

892 3,864
93 5,431
520 2,944
. 640 3,789
53.3 " 76.2
67.9 69.8
1.0 1.3

1.0 1.7
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5.3 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Project ACT is providing a diversified program of identi-
fication, counseling and trecatment of alcohol abusers within
correctional facilities. An ACT counselor is available at
all institutions.

Programming has diversified and while Alcoholics

Anonymous program hours have increased, the proportion of
AA programming to total programming has decreased.

Diversion of alcohol clients to programs outside of
the correctional centers varies and the impact bf ACT on this
cbjective is not certain. Diversion and other program
relevant factors vary from Center to Center and generalized
standards for staff activities and performance may not be
relevant. Extent of alcoholism as a problem will vafy
regionally.

is required for evaluation.
caselcad involvement in availsable
activities are 111 defined. Offense information recucstad

from staff has limited relevance for policy and.program

-Additional program data
Caseload intake and level of

decisions. In addition, this requested offense information
would require extensive interviews or search through records.

The form is also not conducitve to the listing of this data.

Institutional programminy for alcoholics would éppear
Lo present an exccllent opportunity to work with clients

within a relatively alcohol-free ecnvironment. Clients

voluntecr for such programning in order to participate in some

activitcles. MetaMetrics recommends that a separatc evaluvation

be undertaken on Project

7

ACT 'in order to determine effectivencss
and generate information and analysis for future program
decisions.











