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SECTION 1 

EVALUATION S'UMMARY 

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

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

1.1 PROJECT FIRE 

The initial focus of Project FIRE was the prOV1.S1.on 
of a community based non-residential program of supportive 
services to individuals who had part'icipated in Connecticut 
jnstitDtional drug treatment programs. Project FIRE presently 
oper.ates S'commun:Lty offices and lias incleded alcohol abuse 
clients since'1974. 

1.1.1 Project Activities and Development 

In 1972, the Department of Correction treatment 
programs for alcohol and drug abuse clients 'were \l7holly . 
within the correctional facilities. The re-entry into the 
corn~unity was then perceived by Departme~t 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 
"-:rug 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. The activities of 
the FIRE offices can be separated in'to pre-release, client 
assistance and coordination with c'ommunity agencies. 

FIRE personnel idcJtify potential clients through 
alcohol and drug counselors in the Institutions at Niantic, 
Enfie·ld, Somers and Cheshire. Potential clients are inter­
viet-7ed at the Institutions prior to their release. FIRE 
personnel maintain contact with potential clients at the 
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Centers or Institutions and provide services in anticipa­
ti.on 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 fqcus. FIRE 
personnel maintain contacts '\vith employment services, 
parole offices, and other agencies providing services to 
clients . 

The five FIRE Offices are located at Nonvich, 
Waterbury, Hartford, Bridgeport and New Haven. Staffing 
at each office consists of a Director and at least two 
counselors. A Project Coordinator provides· overall 
direction and coordination at the Department of Correction 
office in' Hartford. Table 1-1 summarizes rnaj or aspec ts 
of the program since 1972. 

TABLE 1-1 

FIRE Project Summary, 1972-75 

Noo of Active Total 
Annual FIRE Clients FIRE Client/Staff 

Year' Admissions Offices End of Year Staff Ratios 

'72 8 2 8 4 2 
'73 ,71 3 40 9 5 
'74' 127 5 74 13 6 
'75 182 5 117 18 7 

1.1. 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 
Proj ect FIRE, nonetheless, is to affect re.cidivism,. both, 
return to crime and return to alcohol or drug abuse. 
Recidivism behavior .of c lien~:s was measured for 'in-program 
performance with inter-office. comparisons and was contrasted 
with an out.side control gronp fm; overall post-release 
performance. 

Few clients have jobs m·;ra.itingthern upon their 
release from correctional facilities. Of 52 clients of the 
Hartford Office, 43 were unemployed upon entry into the 
FIRE Program. FIRE 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 cli~nts 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 tt • The rest 
were classified as."inactive" which indicates successfJl 
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 38.6% of splitees were actually arrested while 
in the FIRE Proj ect; 61. 4% 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 alcohol 
abuse. Overall, 33 of the 225 cl.ients or 14.7% were 
classified ,ns having returned to abuse of drugs or alcohol 
while. in prwgram. Within the two categor.ies, a wide 
.difference is evident with 47.6% of alcohol clients return­
ing to ale ;hel abuse compared to 11. 3% of drug clients 
returnip~ to drug abuse. 

1.1.3 Client Post-Release Pe~formance 

.A. follow-up of clients and a control group was 
conQucted t (' d(;>tCJ:-mine if Proj ect FIRE actually reduced 
recidiv~s~. {lom~n clients and clients with alcohol problems 
were rerr·n1!,;!I-1; L om the list of 225 FIRE c.lients in order to 
better d7~ i:l.QE! Lbe ;t<'IRE 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 bad previous drug 
problems and we~e potential FIRE.clients. Project FIRE 
personnel maintained lists of intervieivs 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 qddiction problems were 
dlso removed. Descriptive and tracking information was 
obta:LnGdfor 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 violation and parole abscond.ing. 
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 iri both groups declined to tht; point th.at 
the difference could be due to expected sample differences 
after the 12th month. 

P~ge 1. 3 
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TABLE 1-2 

Summary of P:=rformance, Incidents Through Time 
FIRE and Contrul Groups 

FIRE Control FIRE Performance Month - - Gross Statistical 

3 7.9% 14.9% Better Better 
6 17~3% 30.2% II " 
9 23.8% 36.8% " If 

12 28.3% 41'.2% " " 
15 35.1% 47.2% If No Difference 
18 40.6% 47.2% . I' 

. i . 

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. 

Racta1 composition of the groups differed slightly 
with the Control group having a higher proportion of Puerto 
Ricans, The FIRE group was older and had fe'Ker single persons. 
The FIRE group unemployment rate upon arrest -';vas higher and 
may reflect the FIRE c1i.ents perceived need for as~)istance 
in' obt-aining work. A higher percentage of FIRE clients had 
been previously incarcerated although the distribution of 
major offenses were similar. 

Characteristics of the FIRE group which may tend 
towards recidivism are the unemployment rate and previous 
incarceration. Hm,;rever, the FIRE group was older and 
married which would have the opposite tendency. Characteris­
tics of both groups were not sufficiently differ~nt to . 
indicate that there was, an overall tendency to rec~divate 
for either groGp. 

1.1.4 Findings and Recommendations 

Project FIRE is achieving s,tatecl ·proiect objectives 
to provide services, counsel clients, coordlnate and 
cooperate with related agencies, and utilize paraprofessionaal 
staff. The staff is dedicated and highly professional. The 
overall organization is cohesive and in accord with ·Project 
goals and obj ectives.· Staff discussions of priorittes, 
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 individunl 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 cons'isting of 
men released from Correctional Institutions \'lith a previous 
history of drug abu.se who were -interviewed as, potential 
FIRE clients. Recidivism for the FIRE clients at the er.d 
of 12 months after release. \Vas 28',3% as cOinpared 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 co~pared for the- FIRE Offices. The newer offices of 
Nonvich and ~vaterbury have higher recidivism rates than 
the other Offices. 

Staff allocation of time to pre-release activitil~s 
(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 b~ alert to differences in 
~llocation 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 Im-] at Bridgeport \'lith 3.9 montbs. Client performance 
measuros are -similar for both Offices. This indicates that 
incre-ased caseloads and shorter progra.m stays may not affect: 
client performance adversely, other program factors being 
equal. The maj or program concCJ'~n is to deter:nine tbe -
optimum caseload and minimum program .stay at which client 
performance is not adversely affected. 

Page L5 
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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 somevlhat mis­
leading and other designation categories could be used to 
describe status upon le,aving 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 pr?gram 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 unconditi.onally effective in reducing 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: 

1.3 

o 

-0 

o 

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

Effect of increased caseloads and/or 
redU,ced,'program sta,y on client recidivism 

Effect of increasing al~ohol caselo~ds 

o Effect of allocation of staff time to,program 
activities 

PROJECT ACT 

The Connecticut Department of Correcti9n manages ten 
facilities. Three of these are Correctional Institutions 
for sentenced offenders. The remaining seven house deten­
tione:):,s and sentenced offenders. Alcohol Counseling and 
Treatment programs are conducted at all the facilities 
through, tbe 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 39 to 40% of the 3,000 ,average. daily incarcerated 
persons were alcoholics or had serious alcoholic problems. 
At intake into Connecticut facilities approximately 15% of 
incoming inmates classify themselves as having alcohol 
problems .. The only services available to incarcerated 
persons with alcohol pr.oblems vlere weekly Alcoholics Anony­
mous meetings. The scheduling and coordinating of these 
meetings' . . . 
depended upon the dedication of community AA organizatJ.ons 
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, Project ACT was established with 
the following goals: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Improve the. pr~cess of screening and identifying 
alcohol abusers on entrance into the community 
correction centers and institutions 

Direct,inmates into community-based alcohol treat­
ment whenev'er possible 

Dcvelopm,ent and ,broaden treatment services \'7ithin ' 
thci'~enters and institutions ' 

Establish and maintain good wor'king relationships 
with AA groups and other community agencies 'I;'7hich 
alcohol abusers, i. e. Department of Hental Health, 
Alcohol and 'Drug Dependence Division, Division of 
Vocational Rehabilitation 

Provide adequate follow-up suppor-cJ.ve services . . 
incl:udin8 counseling, job placement, in cooperat.ion 
and coordinc~,tion \vith Project FIRE, and other CPCCA 
funded proj'ects as P/PREP 

o Reduce recidivism of released alcohol abusers . 

o 

o 

Reduce the amount of crime committed by abusers 

Discontinuation of alcohol abuse among clients 

Table 1-3 summarizes major program aspects of 
Project ACT from April 1975 to December 1975. rhe number 
of weekly program participants declined during this period 
and, combined with an increasing facilities population ~ 

Page l. 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 Progr.am Summary. 

" 

Weekly Program Parti~ipants 

Average Facil~ties Population 

Participants ,as %' of Population 

Monthly ·Participant Program 
Hours 

Program Hours per Populatlon 

AA Monthly Program Hours 

AA.as % of Total Program 
Hours 

April 
1975 

407 

2,,971 

13.7% 

3:864 hrs 
1.3 hrs 

2,-944 hrs 

76.2% 

1. 3.2 Findings and Recommendations 

December 
1975 

336 

3,169 

10.6% 

5 ,l~3l hrs 

1~7 hrs 

3,789 hrs, 

69.8% 

Project ACT is providing a diversified program 
of identification, counseling and treatment of a~coho1 
abusers \·7ithin correctional facilities. An ACT counselor 
is available at all institutions and the total staff effort 
is ~quiva~ent to 6.8 fu11-ti.me persons. Programming. has 
diversified and 1;\111ile Alcoholics Anonymous pr.ogram hours 
ha',e increased, the proportion of AA programming to total 
programming has decreased . 

Di~ersion of alcohol clients to progr~ms 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. 

Page 1,_ 8 
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Additional program pata is required for evaluation. 
Caseload intake and level of, caseload involvement in avail­
able activities are ill define.d. Offense information requested 
from staff has limited relevance for policy and program 
decisions. 

Institutional· programming for alcoholics \vould 
appe.8.r to present an excellent opportunity to work with 
clients within a relatively alcohol-free environment • 
Clients volunteer for such programming in order toparti­
cipate in some activities. MetaNetri~s recommends that' 
a 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 

FIRE PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Project FIRE (Facilitating Integration and Re-Entry 

Experience) was established in 1972 Hith a grant from the 

Connecticut Planning Commit.tee on Criminal Administration. 

The initial focus was the provision of a community based 

~on-resi~ential program of supportive services ~o 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. 

2.1 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

In 1972, all Department of Correction treatment programs 
for alcohol and drug abuse clients were within the correctional 

facilities. The re··entry into th~ community was then perceived 
by Department officials as a critical stage for addict/offenders 

and FIRE 't"laS designed to address client proble~s in housing, 
employment, education, family and community relationships, and 

drug or alcohol dependency. 

The overall goal of Proj ect FIRE i,s to reduce the 

recid ivism of ex-offenders I addicts,. The rec id ivism' inc ludes 
both potential criminal behavior and return to drug' -or alcohol 
abuse.' In achieving the ove1::-all goal, objectives'include: 

o Employment ,development 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Vocational training 
Group counseling 
Individual counseling 

Educational deveLopment 
Assistance in obtaining' community services 

- Cooperation with related agencies 

Utilization of paraprofessional staff 

Page 2.1 
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2. 2 STAFYI.NG AND ORGANIZATION 

Project FIRE is administered by the Addiction Services 

Division of the Connecticut Department of Correction. 

Table 2-1 shows the. staffing and organizational structure 
for December of 1975. All positions are filled with full-time 

Department of Correction employees. 
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I PROJECT DIRECTOR J 
. ~r of ACldTction 'Services .' . 

I . 1------------ ------

I 
I PROJECT. COORDINATOR 
~sst~~_ire~tor of Addiction Services 

BRIDGEPORT [ - . 
., 

WATERBURY " .NEW HAVEN 

1 Director 1 Director 1 Director 1 

2 Counselors J 
'-' 

2 Counselors 2 Counselors 2 

TABLE 2-1 

FIRE Staffing and Organization Chart 

e- .._--. 
! 

FINANCIAL OFFICER 
Chief Fiscal Officer 
Department of Corrections 

NORWICH HARTFORD 

Director 1 Director 
Counselors 3 Counselors 

1 Office Manager 
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Table 2-2 shows the historical staffing of Project 

FIRE. Each FIRE Office typically has a director and 2 
counselors. 

TABLE 2-2 

FIRE Staffing, 1972-75 

NODvich Haterbury Hartford Bridge- New Asst. 
port Haven Dir. 

Quarter 1 
Quarter 2 2 

QuaI:ter 2 2 
Quarter l~ 2 2 
Quarter 3 1 2 
Quarter 3 2 3 1 

Quarter 3 3 3 1 
Quarter 3 3 3 1 
Quarter 1 1 4 3 3 1 
Quarter 1 1 4 3 3 1 

Quarter 1 1 4 3 3 1 
Quarter 2 3 4 3 3 1 
Quarter 2 3 4 3 3 1 
Quarter 3 3 5 ') 3 1 ...I 

Total 

1 
4 

4 
8 
6 
9 

10 
10 
13 
13 

13 
16 
16 
18 
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'. 2 c 3 PROJECT ACTIVITIES - ---- -. - - ... " .. 

The activities of the-FIRE offices can be separated 

into pre-release, client assistance and coordination with 

community agencies. Tab12 2-3 displays the major indicators 
of these activities 

TABLE 2-3 

Average Monthly Activities, 1975 

Pre-Release , 
Visits to Corrections 

Facilities 

Client Assistance In 
)?rog~ 

Group SeSSlons 
Individual Sessions 
Family Counseling 

Surveillance 
Urine Specimens 

Nor­
wich 

Water- H'art- Bridge­
bury ford port 

16 12 

1 1 
61 36 
10 9 

19 15 

21 

6 
56 

3 

34 

17 

2 
93 

4 

53 

New 
Haven 

29 

Total 

95 

8 18 
103 349 

8 34 

52 173 

Community Agency Co­
ordination 

OutSIae Contacts 73 25 51 67 58 274 

2.3.1 Pre-Release 

An important program' aspect is the FIRE preparation and 

coordination, prior to tbe 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 parole stipulation.-

FIRE personnel identify potential clients through alcohol 

and drug 'counselors in tbe Institutions at Niantic, .Enfield, 
Somers and Cheshire. Potential c1:Lents are interviewed at1:he 
Institutions prior to their release. Clients are frequently 
transferred to Centers close to their'communities for community 

programs such as \\1 or 1<. release prior to their release. FIRE 
personnel maintain contact with potential clients at the Centers 

or Institutions and pr.ovide services in anticipation .of educa­
tion, employment and housing needs .. 
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2.3.2 Program Services 

Clients a.re provided individualized attention by FIRE 

personnel. Interviewed clients stressed the concern and 

dedication' shmvn 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 tn the utilization of group sessions 
and family counseling. Nor1;vich and Waterbury provide substan­

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

FIRE uses three designations of status for clients. 
Active clients are those who are in tqe 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 progrRm unsatisfactorily and includes left without 

notice, arrested, detained and dro~ped out without FIRE 
c oncurrenc e. 

2.3.3 Agency Coordination 

FIRE personnel maintain'contacts with employment services, 

parole offices, PREP contractors and other agencies providing 

(~·ervices to clients. Approximately 25% of all outside contacts 

are for tbe purpose of obtaining employment for FIRE clients 

b.~ld 20% are contacts with parole. 

2.L~ CASELO.ADS AND CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS 

A format for maintaining consistent FIRE office data was 
designed nnd 'implemented in 197{~.. Data. vlaS maintai.ned on a 

monthly basis and includes client information aod FIRE acti­

vities informa.tion. Table 2-4 shm'7s the size of active caGe-­
loads at the end of the Quarter for part of 197[~ and all o£ 

1975 . 
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TABLE 2-4 

Active Case10ads 

Norwich 'V'ater- Hal:tford Bridge- Ner,'l 
bury port Haven Total 

1974 
3rd Quarter 0 6 25 9 19 59 
4th Quarter 4 12 34 15 9 74 

1975 
1st Quarter 10 11 26 14 16 77 
2nd Quarter 15 11 28 21 22 97 
3rd Quarter 19 14 24 22 20 99 
t+th Quarter 20 22 24 ·29 22 117 

Active case10ads have steadily increased since the 
beginning of the program. The size of the case1oac1 relative 
to the staff has also increased as sho·wn in Table 2-5. In 

mid-1974 there were 5 clients for each staff person. By the 

end of 1975 the ratio was 7 ~er stFff per~on. 

1974 
3rd 
tl·th 

197.5 
1st 
2nd 
3rd 
t~th 

TABLE 2-5 

Caseload to Staff Ratios 

Norwich Hater';" 
bury 

Quarter 
Quarter . 

Quarter 
Quarte:e 
Quarter 
Quartor 

0 
.4 

10 
8 

10 
7 

6 
12 

11 
4 
5 
7 

Hartford Bridge­
port 

6 3 
9 . 5 

7 5 
7 7 . 
6 7 
5 10 

New 
Haven Total 

6 5 
3 6 

:5 6 
7 6 
7 7 
7 7 
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Table 2-6 shm'7s client intake,and flm.,. Table 2-6a 
shows time in program. A listing of 225 not active clients 
]?f."ovided client information on time in program and other 
items. The turnover calculation for 1975 is based on the 

gverage size of the caseload (active clients) and the annual 
;iptake. Time in the program shoHs an increase from the not 
p,ctive sample to the '75 oalculation of 5 months up to 5',5 ., 
~onth8. The time in program for the FIRE Offices ranges from 
?-pproximately 4 months for Bridgeport to almost double for 
Hartford. 

Agmissions '75 

Active 'Clients 
j..2!75 ' 
flighest 
Average 

Time 

TABLE 2-6 

Client Flm·;rs, and Caseloads 

Norwich Water- Hart­
bury ford 

Bridge­
port 

38 

20 
21 
16 

24 

22 
22 
15 

in Program 

40 

24 
34 
26 

TABLE 2-6a 

67 

29 
29 
22 

end Turnover Time 
Sample-'Not Active 

Inac.tive 6.2 3 .l~ 9.2 4.2 
Splitep,s 2.3 2.2 4.8 3.4 
Botp 3.8 2.8 7.5 3.8 

T'urnover '75 5.0 7.5 7.8 3.9 

New 
Haven 

47 

22 
25 
20 

(Months) 

5.8 
4.0 
5.1 

5.1 

Total 

117 
117 

99 

6.0 
3.7 
5.0 

5.5 

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

clients (which reflec.ts the caseload from 1972 to mid-1975) 

Gonsisted of less than 10% alcohol abuse clients. In December 

of 1975, over a qUClrtel= of' the clients bad previous alcohol 

problems. The FUm offices :::11m'7 varying levels of alcohol 
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case10ads. Norwich is high with 35% and Bridgeport is low 

with 10%. 

TABLE 2-7 

Type of Client, Drug or Alcohol 

Norwich Water- Hart- Bridge- New Total 
Bury ford port Haven 

Samp1e-
Not Active 

Drug 9 14 50 63 68 204 
Alcohol '4 6 2 7 2 21 
% Alcohol 30.8% 30.07" 3.8% 10.0% 2.9'%, 9.3% 

December, 1975-
Active 

Drug 13 17 14 26 15 85 
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 from 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,lcoho1 
programs while in correctional facilities. 
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TABLE 2-8 

Client Characteristics) Sample - Not Active 

Median~ 

Inactive 
Splitees 
Combined 

Type of Release 

24.3 years 
24.7 y.ears 
24.5 years 

Number 
Parole 182 
Expiration of Sentence 26 
Probation 9 

% Participated in Institutional Program 

Sp1itees 
Drug Clients 
Alcohol Clients 
Total 

69.3% 
71. 0% 
81.0% 
71.6% 

% of Total 

83.9% 
12.0% 
4.1% 
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2 . 5 E11PLOYNENT 

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 tbe Hartford Office. 

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

During their stay in tl)e program there are °40 .l~% of 

the clients\·,ho do not" obtain jobs and 55.810 are unemployed 

upon leaving FIRE. FIRE personnel help 53.5% 0\ the unem­
pOloyed clients to find jobs. 

TABLE 2-9 

Client Emp 1 oymen,t Status, Hartford FIRE 

Inactive Splitee Total' 
!rogram Ent_~ 

Employed 
Unemployed 
Total 
Unemployment 

In Program 

Employed 
Unemployed 

Rate 

Total 
Une~ployment Rate 

Aided by FIRE 
Aided as % of Unemployed 

Departure 

Employed 
Unemployed 
Total 
Unemployment Rate 

Clients 

6 
23 

-T.}o 

79.3% 

22 
7 --zg-

24.1% 

16 
69.6% 

19 ° 

10 
~g: 

34.5% 

Clients 

3 
20 

LT 
87.0% 

9° 
14 .:rr-
39.1% 

7 
35.0% 

qo 
19 

zrr 
82.6% 

Sp1itee Clients (clier1ts who did not complete the 

FIRE ~rograrn) have in-program and departure unemployment rates 
that are substantially higber than those of the clients 
completing tbe program. 

Pap-e /.11 

9 
143 
--.sT 

82.7% 

3°1 
21 

)"r 
40 .L~% 

23 
53.5% 

23 
29 

-S-z 
55.8%° 
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SECTION 3 

FIRE CLIENT PERFORMANCE 

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

drug and alcohol clients to adjust to their communities upon 

release from corrections facilities. Staff is dedicated and 

clients have attested to the real assistance provided them 

tbrough the pr,Ggram. 

The overall goal of Project FIRE, nonetheless, is 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 

and was contrasted with a contro~ group for overall post 

release performance. 

'3.,1 IN-PROGRAN PERFORNANCE 

Directors of the five FIRE Offices provided in-program 

performance information on 225 c1ierits who were in the 

program during the period 1972 through mid-1975. Table 3-1 
presents a surmnary of the performance data. Slightly less 
than 50% of the caseload left the program as sp1itees. 

Sp1itees in some cases actually split or left \·;ri·thout 

;~()tice. Some, arrested and detained, were t;mable to 

maintain i')Ositive' program contact .. In mcmy c:ases cl'ients 

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. 
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TABLE 3 ... 1 

In-Program Client Performance Summary 

Total 

Inactive 

Splitees 

Splitees~ Arresied 

Inactive, Arrested 

Total Arrested 

Convicted 
Sentenced 

Fined or Probation 

Absconded 

Awaiting Trial 

Disposition Unknm·;rn 

Dismissed or Nolled 

225 
124 
101 

39 

8 

47 

20 

2 

2 

'17 

6 

13 
7 

Table 3-1 indicates that an estimated 38.6% of splitees 

were actually arrested \'1hile in the FIR'.E Proj ect, conversely, 

61.4% had not been adversely involved in the criminal justice 

system 0:r detected during the ,program stay. 

Table 3-2 shmvs client performance by FIRE Offices. 

The proportion of clients classified as splitees by each office 

are nut statistically significantly' different fr'om the l~4. 9% fOJ: 
FIRE as a whole. Norwich shows an unusually high arrest rate. 
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TABLE 3-2 

In-Program Client Per.formanc(~, By_ Office 

Non-dch Water- Hart- Bridge- New Total bury ford port Haven 
Total 13 20 52 70 70 225 
Split % ·61.5 50 .. 0 40.4 48.6 40.0 l~4. 9 
Arrested % 38.5 10.0 15 .l~ 18.6 27.1 20.9 
Convicted % 7.7 13.5 16.7 10.2 8.9 
Incarcerated 5.0 3.8· 7 .L~ 3.9 5.8 

Directors were asked to specify \vhich of the clients 
had returned to drug or alcohol dependency while in the 

program. Interpretation of "dependency" varied and criteria 

for specification were not given (example: use of hearsay 

to classify a client). Table 3-3 s.hm\7s the results of this 

data. While the Hartford data appears to be inconsistent 

\lith tbe other offices, it is clear that alcohol clients reci­
di.vated at a higher rate than the drug clients. 

TABLE 3-3 

Return to Drug or Alcohol Abuse 

Nor­
wich 

Water­
bury 

Total 13 20 
Return to 

Abuse 5 4 
R;~i.:urn as % 

of Total 38.5% 20.0% 
Drug Abuse 

'Clients 8 13 
Return to 

Drug Abuse 2 2 
As % of Drug 

Clients 25.0% 15.4% 
Acohol 
Clients 4 6 

Return to 
Ale.Abuse 3 2 
As % o£ 
Alcohol 
Clients 75.0% 33.3% 

Hart­
ford 

52 

2 

3.8% 

49 

2 

4,.1% 

2 

o 

o 

Bridge­
port 

70 

8 

11.4·% 

62 

5 

8.1% 

7 

'3 

42,9% 

(1) Includes 6 clients classified as bo~h 
Drug and Alcohol. 

Ne\v 
Haven 

70 

llj. 

20.0% 

66 

12 

18.2% 

2 

2 

100.0% 

Total 

225 (1) 

33 

14.7% 

198 

23 

11.3% 

21 

10 

47.6% 
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3.2 CLIENT POST RELEASE PERFORMANCE 

The overall goal of Project FIRE is to reduce criminal 

reciclb.i'ism of its clients. This goal is the primary reason 

for the funding received from the Connecticut. Planning 

Committee on Criminal Administra1:ion. 

A follm\7-up of clients .:-.nd a cont:ro1 group was conducted 

to determine if Project FIRE C1ctual1y reduced recidivism~ 

Comparisons of client performance were also conducted between 

FIllE offices. 

3.2.1 Design 

A list of 225 FIRE clients Hllo ~7ere in the program bet,vee.n 

1972 a.nd mid-1975 was obtained from tbe five FIRE offices. 

FIRE Directors noted the contacts the clients had with the 

criminal justice system \.1hen knmln. Women clie.nts and clients 

with alco}:)Ql problems \-7ere removed from the list in order 

to ~)etter define the FIRE group, C omouteriz ed, descriptive 

and tracking information was obtained for 202 clients. 
(1) 

The cunt:rol group \'7as defined as male offender:s at Chesh5_)Oe) 

El.1fiGld or Smne:t'S ,';rho had pr<:!vious drug problems and \\7ere 

potel1t~al j?IRE clie~1ts. Proj ect FIRE personnel, maintained 

lists of interviews '-lith candidates for the progrmn beginning 

in July of 19?4. This list \Jas screened and actual FIRE 

clients >:'lerc removed. Candidates \.vho had alcohol or undeter­

m.ined addiction problems \'7ere also l:emoved. Descriptive and 

tracking informatj.on was obta.ined for 66 clients in the ~ontrol 

group. 
0" ~ • 

3.2.2 Performance, 12 Montbs 

A fGiv of the FIRE clients ~vere relc.asGc1 on p:.3.-role in 

Merrch of 197? ~ a total of l}8 months in the community from 

time of release to the obtaining of criminal tradd,ng informa­

tion. Thc rninimum time in the community for FIRE clients Has 

6 mDnths. The cont-rol g:LOUP, hmvcver, bad release times ranging 

frOth 2 mon~hGto 20 months. 

(1) The on l~l tru2. C 0;1 tT.ol :?tria expcrin!.8ntal grouiJs rC<1u5.r\~ 
twin::> from identical environments. Sucb <0:.11 experim.211 tal 
d"SJ'UI1 'L'" 'irr-l)o,··",';l)-le ),'1'1 r.1·,.., corJAec-t-io:-'c settl',-,cY '"'nd tl--' \...''- "I-=, n - t \.j"J_\..L-..... ......111.._ - a_ ~" .... ~ .LJ .• :,.) c.',,!,. 1 \"..4 

C' 01' t"rn"l r;rt'(,' 1 'i") (~.;> r..').' n '1'"' t cd 1) er'-' .1.' 1~1 1.' C! r-' 0'·' r.:, S (0. 'I-.L-).' J -- a ~ J.. .. , V~. 1.':I \""J..- .~_t-' <.,;:J.. C> .. - 04 • '-. '''" ,,_v~,'-<. L;)',.. .y 
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To provide a first cut of performance for tbe 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. In the case of the FIRE group, compu~erized information 

\Vas supplemented ;;'7itb the FIRE Directors I knO'tvledge of incidents. 

TABLE 3-4 

Performance Status, 12 Month Period 

FIRE CONTROL 

Number % of Total Number 70 of Total 

\.Jithol1t Incident 147 72.2 4·3 63.2 

Arrested,(]) 
Released . 5 2.5 2 2.9 

li1TRstec:1, CnDv1.8ted 
'. .; I 

Fin!..!c] ') 1.5 0 oJ 

Pi'obation 1 .5 0 
Sente.nced 28 13.8 7 10.3 

Arrested, Av7(:/i t in f; 
Txial 

Bond 4 2.0 3 4.Lf 
Detained 9 lL5 8 11. 8 

" 

Techn'Lcal Violator 3 1.5 5 7.4 

Parole Absconde:c 2 1.0 0 

Total 202 100,0 68 100.0 

(1) Includes not prosecut~d and not ~lilty 
Paee 
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Table 3-5 presents a summary of client status. The 

control group shmvs a higher recidivism rate it: all categories. 

TABLE 3-5 

Status Summary, 12 Month Period 

FIRE CONTROL 

, Arrested 24.8% 29.4% 
. (1) Incarce1:'8.ted . 39.8% 29.5% 

Parole Violo.tor(2) 2.5% 7.4% 

All Incidents 27.2% 36.8% . 

(1) Includ~s sentenced, uetained and technical violators . 

(2)Inc1udes technical violators 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 period are somewhat better than those fvr the Control 

Group, statistical conG.lusions are not drm'7n from this informa­

tion since some Control clients had only 2 months time in the 

corrmlUnity compared to 6 months minimum for FIRE clients. 

This data does provide ~ cumulative rate of recidivism 

through time. The first two columns of Table 3-6 and 3-7 

shm-] 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, technical violations and parole 

absconding. Individuals who wer~ not in the community for 

the m9nths noted are excluded from su~sequent time periods 
.as are those that had an incident. From 'this data, a cumula-' 

tive rate of incidents was calculated. 1 For the FIRE program 

group, the rate is shown up to th~ 24t·h month' at which time there 

\Vere 53 clients who had been in the community for 24 months with 

no incidents. The rate is shmvn for 20 months for the Control 

group~ Figure 3-1 graphs the rates. 

lThe number of clients for each month excludes those who have 
not been in the community for that number of months and those 
v7ho previou.sly bad an incident .. The cumulative percentage of· 
incidents is then estimated by increasing the size of the base 
and cumulative incidents through inclusi.on of the estimated 
cumulative'number of those involved in incidents' in the previous 
mont.hs .. The formula for calculating this cumulative incident 
rate is shm-m be1mv: 

(NIn) (CPI
n

_ I ) 
+ In 

C~NIn_l 

CPI -
n (In ) (CPI

n
_

1
) 

n + N1n 
CPNln _1 

v\There: cpr ~ cumula.tive; proportion with incidents 
.NI ~ nctunl number without incidents 

CPbH == cumulative proportion without incide;nts 
r == actual number with incidents 
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Months 

1 
2 
3 
l~ 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

"13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2lJ. 

Incidents 

7 
5 
4 
10 
6 
3 
6 
4 
3 
0 
3 
4 
8 

·3 
1 
2 
5 
1 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TABLE 3-6 

FIRE Program Group, Incidents Through Time 

Actual Estimatr.?d Cumulative 
No Incidents Cumulative Base Percentage 

Incic1en ts of Incidents 

202 7.0 202.0 3.5 
195 12.0 202.0 5.9 
190 16.0 202.0 7.9 
186 26.0 202.0 12.9 
176 32.0 202.0 15.8 
170 34.9 201.9 17.3 
166 l1-0.7 200.7 20.3 
157 44.0 197.0 22.3 
152 46.6 . 196.6 23.8 
147 45.9 192.9 23.8 
140 l~ 7. 7 184.7 26.0 
132 50.4 178.4 28.3 
127 58.1 177.1 32.8 
114 58.6 169.6 34.5 
109 58.5 166.5 35.1 

98 55.0' 151.0 36.4 
~\) 56.2 141.2 39.8 
,8 52.6 129.6 l1-O.6 
73 53.9 122.9 43.9 
65 50.8 115.8 
64 50.1 114.1 
57 44.6 101.6 
54 42.3 96.3 
53 41. 5 94.5 
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Months ----

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
16. 
15 
16, 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Control 

Actual 

Incidents No 

3 
5 
2 
1 
6 
2 
1 
1. 
1 
2 
1 

TABLE 3-7 

Group~ Incidents Through Time 

Estimated 
Cumulative, 

Cumulative ,Percentage 
Incidents Incidents Base of Incidents 

68 3.0 68.0 4.4 
65 8.0 68.0 11. 8 
58 9.8- 65.8 14.9 
54 10.5 63.5 16.5 
49 15.7 58.7 26.7 
ld 16.9 55.9 30.2 
35 16.2 50.2 32.3 
31 15.8 45.8 34.5 
29 16.3, 44.3 36.8 
20 13.6 31. 6 43.0 
14 11. 6 " 24.6 47.2 
12 10:7 22.7 47.2 
10 8.9, 18."9 47.2 

8 7.2 15.2 
6 5.4 11.4 
3 2.7 5.7 
2 1.8 3.8 
2 1.8 3.8 
2 1.8 3.8 
0 

Page 3.9 



• 

• 

• 

'. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



, . 
:i 

/, 
I 

I , 
i 
! . 

i 
" 

i 
,i 
! 

j. , 

" 

, 

~ 
I I 
! ~ ., I 

,­
I 
I , 
!. 

-~~~--------------------------~----~'--~-'-
L '. e .•• • i. '·"11,1' " -I r-I "-1 r- ;,-- ,r-,' I .........-; --.. ''''''-- I ~I -i i~ 1----'1 1 ' 

, ! I ; Iii I : : ; , : I, i ! i 1 ! , ii' I I I ! : ·1. . I 
; i C';lmu1ative Percentage :0£, Incident.s; Aqcord~ng: t~: T;i..rne .. r" i ' I), i. i.:' I',' 

, I.', 3' l' 1 : I '! I Ii,' I ' F:igure ' ,I , , -.' , I: i' "1 I ,'- l·J , • I 

f ' , !, Ii: i ,. : 1- 1:--, I 
I : \ i i I :CONTROL' I· I I' I -. I II"~ 1·_·/·- I 

1 

50% 1 

I 

i 
'40% 

I 
I , 
I 

,30% 
i 

I i/! iT~· ! 1".! . i" : ; ! ','.'.--.",1-.' .. [' . I 1 .' ,', ii, I! ._L ..2_.!1~ - -'- -,1 
, 'i i;:, : I)." ','; : I ! I I I' 

i , ! ' Ii: ! I'Y! " i'l i j I',' 
j I : ; ',' ),,: ! I' 'I It i!!·.;' ( I I I :, i ,f 

iI' I II ' i / ! ; I I I I I ",':' If '1 .,.. - I '1: ; . T II: 

I ,i I I' y" i I I ! I ',.r I ! I· 1 I' i.: I '! '! i ;' I I! Ii!:!... i : I I I " . I I ! I I' " i 'i l I ' : ." I;, .. \. I..· j :.., i .. 

III Ii ii i i · 'i! II Ii )''1' I i I ij f I:' -I,:' ·I-·j .~- : ... ~-.-
T : ' i ! ' iii i J-[,' .! i I! 11-1 I:! - I: +:-1 
II 1 i ')1 

, I ' 

i ': 

I 

I
' Ii, . II" i . 'I 

\ I ! 

i" 0"'/ 1 ,! i .. ,1 Vi':! ! ./ ',' II :,: ,I I, I! . ~I' ... ',i -', 1,1. I" I ,I·· ,I II.· ,I.; I' 
;.!. 10 ..'l.. I! ,'I!'. :'1' II, I' I 'I

l 
.f,· ,: • I j'l I I' I /~/i I I'" '1 :. I" i .... , l-'\-- .. !. r' l"' l -- . 

-III i Y!I'! ~,f [:111 i!:,il I I +I,··~jl-ll--II ,I-r--+' 
I I I ; j: I /1 I ! i i ! I· -!: I !: ,.;'" .... I"! "11 " r \--0,', -- " 

'10~ ! ! i;: : i / f' I 'I! I .. ,I, "II I .\ . I I ·"·1.... '" . !. -;- ... -,-~ .. - .. -
, , ! I ~ 1

1
' :.! / r I ,- I I,. '1 'I·' I-i -. .. I ; ... Ii .\ ... t· -I' --! '-:1

1
. -, - [-i- . r f- -, ~ .-

I ! fl' I I I ,I I . j I" I 'i .. j II . II ... 1" ; . j'\ '1 -'1 . ! -'f . . i I, "'I" r' I ",'. 
, 'i ti ; /1/:! "I" I: !j'i"!"- "-I,", ··'·-I--·· .. -'t'·-I ·-r-· .. _1._·I' .... j·· .. r.-·-1 ~-. '-.--I ' i. / i i,l ,! I :! .. I ii, I -I,. I - i I I -.-' r '"" . -.. II - ,I . I ·!I .. · .. I·;· -
1 . r .' I "" i ,t r .. : I I, 'I: ! .! I·· . ·1· " .. , .. 
I :/,1': ~ 1 1 ' ': ' " I " J ' i ' I I .' I . 

., i 
! 

': I . .. !!,' '1' !'j _.! p~ge; 3 i 10, .. II .- ;"1" ! ! !,; . I I!!' 



.f 

, 

l ., 
I 

L 

L 

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 d~fference 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 differences after the 12th month. 

TABLE 3-8 

Summary of Perforthance, Incidents Through Time 
FIRE and Control Groups 

FIRE 
FIRE Performance 

Control Stat. Level of 
Houth Differ~nce Sig. Gross Statistical 

3 
6 
9 
12 
15 
18 

--
7.9% 14.9% Yes .05 Better Better 17.3% 30.2% " II " Ii 

23.8% 36.8% II " " " 28.3% 47.2% " " II " 35'.1% 47.2% No " No Difference 
40.6% 47 .2/J No " " 

3.2.4 Comparative Performance 

Tables 3-9 through 3--13 Shovl the cumulative rat~ of 
incidents for each of the FIRE offices for the 1st 12 months 
on:'release. 
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TABLE 3-9 

Hartford FIRF, Incidents Through Time 

Actual Estimated Cumulative 

Months 
Percentage 

Incidents No Incidents Cumulative Base of Incidents 
Incidents 

1 1 4.5 1.0 45.0 2.2 
2 44 1.0 45.0 2.2 
3 1 ·44 ·2.0 45.0 .. 4.4 
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 
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 1!-3.8 27 . L~ 

TABLE 3':10 

Norwich FIRE Incidents Through Time 

Actual Estimated Cumulative 

Months -Incidents No Incidents Cumulative Base Perce.ntage 

Incidents 
Of IDcident's 

1 10 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 
5 1 7 L~ 10.0 4·0.0 

• L 
6 1 6 5 10.0 50.0 
7 5 5 10.0 50.0 
8. 5 5 10.0 50.0 
q 5 5 10.0 50.0 
10 5 5 10'.0 5Q.0 
11 I.~ 4 8.0 50.0 
12 4 4 8.0 50.0 
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TABLE" 3-11 

Br idgeport FIRE, Incidents Through 

Actual Estimated 
Incidents No Incidents Cumulative Base 

Incidents 

5 62 5.0 62.0 
1 57 6.0 62.0 . 
1 56 7.0 62.0 
1 56 8.0 62.0 ' 
1 54 9.0 62~0 

53 9.0 62.0 
2 52 10.8 60.8 
1 49 11. 6 59.6 
3 47 14.4 58 .. 4 

44, LLi-.4 58.4 
41 13.4 54.4 

2 37 14.1 "49.1 

TABLE 3-12 

Haterbury'FIRE, Incidents Through 

Actual Estimated 
Incidents No Incidents Cumulative Base 

Incidents 

1 19 1.0 19.0 
18 1.0 19.0 
18 1.0 19.0 
18 1.0 19.0 
18 1.0 19.0 
18 1.0 19.0 

1 18 2.0 19".0 .I-

1 16 2.9 17.9 
15 2.9 17.9 
14 2.7 16.7 

2 14 4.7 16.7 
1 12 5. 7" 16.7 

Time 

Time 

Cumulative 
Percentage 
of Incidents 

8.1 
9.7 

11.3 
12.9 
ll~. 5 
14.5 
17.8 
19.5 
2!j..7 
24.7 
24.7 
28.7 

Cumo1ative 
Percentage 
of Incidents 

5.3 
5.3 
5.3 
5.3 
5.3 
5.3 

10~5. 
16.:2 
16.2 
16.2 
28.1 
34.1 
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TABLE 3-13 

New Haven FIRE, Incidents Through Time . 

Actual Estimated 
Cumulative 

Cumulative Percentage 
Incidents No Incidents Incidents Base of Incidents 

66 000 66.0 0.0 
2 66 2.0 66.0 3.0 
1 64 3.0 66.0 4.5 ..L 

6 63 9.0 66.0 13.6 q 57 13.0 66.0 19.7 
1 53 14.0 66.0 21.2 
1 52 15 .. 0 66.0 22.7 
1 50 15.7 64.7 24.3 

49 15.7 64.7 24.3 
48 ·15.4 63.4 24.3 
46 14 .. 8 . 60.8 24.3 

1 45 15.4 59.4 25.9 
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Table 3-14 shows the rate of iricidents at 3 month 
intervals for FIRE offices and Control. Statistically, the 
Nonvich and \~aterbury rates show as not different when 
compared to the Control group. The Norwich rate is higher 
than that ot' FIRE as a "lhole. 

TABLE 3-14 

Summary of Performance, Incidents Through Time 
FIRE Offices 

Hater- Hart- Bridge- Ne'tv FIRE Hontb Nonlich bu:r:y ford port Haven Total 
Control 

3 30.0% 5.3% 4.4% 
6 50.0% 5.3% 13.3% 
9 50.0% 16.2% 20.0% 
12 50.0% 34.1% 27.4% 

11.3% 4.5% 
14.5% 21.2% 
2407% 24.3% 
28.7% 25.9% 

7.9% . 
17.3% 
23.8% 
35.1% 

14.9% 
30. 2/~ 
36.8% 
47.2% 
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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) wl-lile similar in demonstrated interest in the FIRE 
program and previous drug history, differed in other charac­
teristics which could affect group recidivism rates. 

Computerize<d descriptiye information vlas obtained on 
individuals of both groups. Table 3-15 summarizes the 
information. 

TABLE 3-15 

Summary of Characteristics 

Race 
% Black 
% iJbiLe 
% Puerto Rican 

l1edian ~ 

Average Sebool Years 

Per Cent Single. 

Per' C~~~_gn~ed 
at Arrest 

Por _Cent Pr~vious 1y 
Inearceratea 

Dis tri.bution_ of }vIaj or 
Offense Cateaorles 

-----.-~-. 

l)roperty Crimes 
Crimes Against PeI.'sons 
tJon-Victir.. and 

Other· Crimes 

FIRE 

59.2% 
34.3% 

6.5% 

23 yrs 

10.3 

6l.5% 

75.5% 

77.0% 

56.3% 
16.470 

27.3% 

11 

Control 

50.0% 
38. 3/~ 
11: 7/0 

21 yrs o 

9.6 

71.7% 

5LI-. ~'/o 

61.7% 

47.2% 
17.0io 

35.8% 

11 

Statistical Level of 
Difference Significance 

No 
No 
Yes 

Yes 

' .. 8 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No. 
No 

No 

10'.0% 

5.0'/0 

10.0% 

.2% 

1.0'/0 

Reeial composition of the groups differed slightly in 
tbe proportion of PUerto Ricans with the Control group having 
more. The ],IR}~ group was oldm:' and had fewer ~ingle persons. 
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The FIRE group unemployment rate upon arrest was higher and 

may reflect the FIRE clients perceived need for assis~ance 

in obtaining 'work. A higher percentage of FIRE clients had 
been previously incarcerated although the ~istribution of 

major offenses were similar. 

Characteristics of the FIRE group which may tend towards 

recidivism are the unemplGyment rate and previous incarceration . 

However, the FIRE group was older and married \'7hich would have 

the opposite tendency. 

Table 3-16 shows the distribution of offenses for the 

FIRE and 'Control groups. Hhile the proportion involved in 

crimes against persons Here similar, FIRE clients included 

homicide and rape offenders. 

TABLE 3-16 

Distribution of Offenses 

Dist::-i'Jution 
FIRE Con6:-o1 FIRE Control 

Homicide 2 0 1. 6% 
Assault 10 8 7.8% 15.1% 
Rape 5 0 3.9% 
Robbery 31 11 2!+.2% 20.8% . 

Burglary 22 9 17.2% 17.0% 
Larceny 15 5 11.7% 9. L~% 

Narcotics 17 12 13.3% 22.6% 
:arole/Probation 

Violatioi1 6 2 4.7% 3.8% 
Forgery 3 0 2.3/0 

Escape 4 0 .3.1% 
Other 13 6 10.2% 11.3% 

128 5.3 100.0% 100.0% 
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SECTION 4 

FINDINGS AND RECOl'-1HEl\TDATIONS 

Proj ec t 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 poten,tial for recidivism, but 
aid the client to become a self-supporting and contributing 

member (jf the. community. 

4.1 PROGRAM CHARt\CTERISTICS 

Proj ect FIRE is achieving stated obj ectiv.es to provide 
services, counsel clients, coordinate and cooperate with 

related agencies~ and utilize paraprofessional staff. The 

staff is dedicated and highly professional. The' overall 

organization is cohesive and in. accord' with Project goals and 

obj ectives. 's taff discussions of priorities, strategies and 
tactics are intense and construct·ive. ProJect FIRE has become 

an integral part oftbe Department of Correction's efforts 
',to assist the addicted offender in readju'sting to the 
commun-ity. 

Identiiication and pre-release contact with clients in 
correctional facilities is a substantial portion of the staff 

effort. Each of the five offices visits a correc~ional 
facility on approximately a daily busis. 

client counselling consists of group, individual and family 
sessions,' Indi'ridual counselling prcdo~ni!Jates with 'eacb . . , 

client having approximately once a weelc sessions. Three of 

tbe FIRE Offices bold group sessions only once or twice a 
month. 

Employment development is an important focus for Project 

FIRE. Client unemployment rates are· high; the Hartf<;>rd 
Office rate is 82.7% of inc~~ing clients. An estimated 50% 
of unemployed clients obtain jobs tbrough FIRE sta'Ef. 

rage l~. 1 
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Assistance consists of identification of .employers who will 

hire ex-offenders, job interview counseling, and direct support 

in job intel.-views. 

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 directly 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 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. 

FIRE clients remain in the program for approximately 
5.5 months. Yhe Bridgeport Of~ice has the shortest stay at 

3.9 months" Hartford has a stay ·t;vice as long c.t 7.8 months. 

Clients with pievious alcohol problems constitute a larger 

portion of the caseload at 27.4% for December, 1975. The pro­
portion is increasing. 

4·.2 CLIENT PERFORNANCE 

Clients who successfully complete the program are placed 

on inactive status. Others are termed "Spliteesr:. SplitGes 

cons tituted 41.+.9% of the not active clients; 38.6% of Splitees 
\vere Cln:estcd while still in tbe FIRE program.. 

Return to drug oi alcohol abu~e while i~ 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 

alcobol clients is substantially bi.gher. 

Criminal recidivism calculatGd .as ax'rests, technical 
violators and parole absconders was reduced for FIRE clients 

as compared to a Control group consisting of men released fX'om 
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Correctional Institutions with a previous history of drug 

abuse who were intervieHed 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 5% level . 

In-program and overall post-release performance \'laS 

compared for the FIRE Offices. The nCvler offices of Non-7ich 
and Waterbury· have higher r~cidivism rates than the other 
Offices. 

4·.3 PROGRAM ISSUES 

H11ile Project FIRE is accomplishing its §tated .goals and 
objectives and providing services in a dedicated and highly 
professional manner, several issGes can be addr~ssed which 

may affect o~erating effectiveqess, 

Staff allocation of time to·pre-release activities 

(particularly institutional visits) '. individual and family 
.. c?unselling as compared to group counselling, and counselling 

of alcohol as compared to drug clients should be revie'\ved 

periodically. Staff should be ale~t to differences in alloca­

tion of time between Offices and adopt those approaches \vhich 
provide mO:,"'e payoff "-7ith respect to use of staff time. 

Office caseloa.ds have been increasing, but c·a.seload to 
staff ratios rabge 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 Offi~cs. Tbis' indicates that 

increased caseloads and shorter progJ::am stays may not a.fJ:ect 
client performance adversely, other program factors being 
equal. The maj or p~ogram concern is to determine the op·timum 

caselouc1 anc1 minimum .program stay at \vbicb client pcrformc.::.nce 

is not ac1versely affected. 

Montbly statistics generat~c1 by the FIRE Offices are excellent 

Page L~. J 



• 

i 

.L 
L 

and indicate caseload levels, status of clients, and level of 

staff activity. The use of "Spliteefl to designate unsuccessful 

program completion is some\.vhat misleading 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 Vlbo previously 

had alcohol problems will affect the program. Return to 

alcohol abuse. is higber than return to 
and treatment techniques ";7i11 di-ffer. 
loads and minimun program stay 1;vill be 

4. + EVALUATION ISSUES 

drug abuse. Counselling 
Size of bptirnum case­

affected. 

This evaluation addressed the issue of ove~all program 

effectiveness with emphasis on client. recidivism. Project 

FIRE is unconditionally effective in redu~ing client 
recirlivism over the first 17. montbs of relC'ase and prov:i.nes 

p03jtive assistance. to clients in their adjus·tment to the 
'. Commun ity. 

" 

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

o 

o 

o 

Effect of program after 12 montbs and 
detailed analysis of incidents 

Effec·t of increa.sed caseloads and / or 
reduced'program stay on client recidivis.m 

Effect of increasing alcohol caseloads 

Effect of allocation of staff time to program 
activities 
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SECTION 5 

PROJECT ACT 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION RECO~~NDATIONS 

Proj ect ACT \Vas established in 1971~ to provide alcohol 

counseling and treatment in all institutions and centers of 

the Department of Correction. A grant from the Connecticllt 

Planning Comtnittee 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 offende,rs. Alcohol Counseling anq Treatment 

programs are conducted at all the facilities through the 

Department's "Addiction Service~ Division. 

ACT activities at the facilities include: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Identification of program clients 
Diversion of Detentioners to Community Programs 

(except at Correctional Institutions) 
Coordination o~ AlcoholicB Anonymous meetings 

Individual counseling 
o Gr"oup sessions 

o Film presentations 

o Coordination with Correctional St~ff 

o Coordination with cOtlL'nunity programs 

o Referrs.l to Proj ect FIRE and other comrnunity 
programs. 

5 • 1 PROGRAH DEVELOTIillNT 

The Connecticut State Alcohol Council bas estimated tbat 
30 to 40% of the 3,000 average daily incarcerated persons \Vere 

alcoholics or had serious alcoholic problems. At intake into 

Connecticut fac.ilitie8 approxima.telY 15 % of incolui.ng inmates 

c.:J.assify themselves 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 idcntifica~ion of offenders with alcohol problems 
was conducted and the facilities, especially th~ centers with 

detentioner populations were revolving doors for the alcoholic. 

The Department of Correction estimated that the cost of incar-
6ernting persons with alcohol problems as a probable cause 

for their offenses or charges was $1.3 million in 1973. 

In 1974., Project ACT was established ,·lith the fol1mving 

goals: 

-, -

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

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Direct inmates into com~unity-based alcohol treat­
ment 'Vvhenever possible 

Development and broaden treatment se:r:vices within 
the centers and institutions 

Establish and maintain good working relationships 
'witb AA groups anq other community agencies Hhicb 
alcohol abusers, i.e. Department of Mental Health, 
Alcohol and Dl:Ug Dependence Division ~ Division of 
'Vocational Rehabilitation 

Provide adequate follow-up supportive services 
including counseling, job placement, in coopera.tion 
and coordination '\<lith Pl:0j eet FIRE, and other CPCCA 
funded projects as P/PREP 

Reduce recidivism of released alcohol,abusers 

Reduce the amount of cr'ime committed by abusers 

rhscontinuation of alcohol abuse among clients 

Table 5-1 shoHs ,the proportion of time c1c-;>dicated to Pr'oject ACT 

Cl.t :the ID facilities from ,July, 197ft La DeceiflDer, 1975. The staff 
.Level.of effort is equivalent to approximate.ly G. 8 fl1l1-tim(~ persons 

with ~ of the fncilitics served on a contrnct bisia. 
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TABLE 5-1 <, 

ACT Staff at Facilities, I'er Cent 'of Full Time 

Full Time 
Bridge- Brook- I Hart- Litch- MO:.1t- New Equivalent 

port lyn_ Cheshire Enfield ford field ville Haven Niantic Somers Total Staff -.- - --
1974· 
3rd Quarter a a a 0 100 0 a a a a 100 1.0 

ltth Quarter 0 20 20 (1) 0 100 25 50 (1) 100 50 a 365 3.7 

1975 
ls~ Q"",.,..ter · ....... c .. .,!.. a 20(1) 20(1) 100 100 25 50 (1) 100 (1) 50 o· 465 4.7 

2nd Quarter 100 30 (1) 20(1) 100 100 25 50 (1) 100(1) 50 100 675 6.8 

3rd Quarter 100 30 20 (1) 100 100 40(1) 50 (1) 100 (1) 50 100 690 . 6.9 

L ..... ' Q ~ "-~Ln Uc.rLer lOa 50 20(1) 100 100 40(1) 50 (1) . 100 (I} 20 '100 680 6.8 

(1'1 . . -/ Contract i"lth agency outside of the Department of. Corrections 

Table 5-2 shows the proposed organization chart and staffing pa.ttern for Fiscal Year 1977. 
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Treatment 
Ai.de I 

ENFIELD 

Treatment 
Aide I 
(State 
funded 
position 
th:Lough 
general 
.r: ' .cunes 

---

I 
NIANTIC 

Treat­
ment 
Aide I 

_. • • • -, • -- • I I 

r -If I Pr<2j ect D i!'ec tor 

l! . ',.. , Id' . s··· I l.rec tor or w:... J.C t ·'_on erVlces f ·r '. 
1---·----·- --

--,.-~-~---
~ .~ - j E2:nancia1 

) ~ Fiscal 
S 

Officer [ 

Offic~ Assistant Project Director' 
l Assistant Director, Addiction Services l 
L_.~_ ------·-·--------r-·-~. -~. _____ p. 

·r~:~;-~~o~~~ 
. I 

I 
1 

I . -:-T 
NEiv HAVEN & 
CHESHIRE 

I 

BRIDGEPORT LITCHFIELD 
I 

HARTFORD BROOKL~{N & MONTVILLE 

Treatu-;.ent 
Aide I 

Treatment 
Aide I (2): 
One as liai­
son with 
Project 
FIRE, 
Bridge-
port 

TABLE t:,,'2 

Treatment 
Aide I (1): , . 
7z tune as · 
institu-' 
tional 
alcohol 
counselor; . 
~ time as 
liaison 

.to Project 
FIRE, 
Waterbury 

Proposed ACT Staffing and 
Organization for Fiscal Year 1977' 

Treatment 
Aide I (2): 
One as 
liaison 
v,Tith 
Proj ect 
FIRE 
Hartford 

Treatment Aide I (1): 
~ time Brooklyn, 
~ time Nontville. 
(position funded 
through Comprehen­
sive Employment 
Training ACT) 
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Table 5-3 summarizes major program aspects of Project 

ACT from April 1975 to December 1975. The number of weekly 

program participants declined during this period and, 

combined with an increasing faci1itje.s population, resulted 

in a smaller proportion .:.~ the total popu1ati6n involved 

in ACT prograwming. The amount of program hours increased 

substantially and participants had a more intensive program 

experience. Program hours provided per facilities popula­

tion also increased~ Alcobblics Anonymous program hours 
increased, but became less in proportion of total program 

hours. This indicates a diversification of programming for 

tIle partie ipants . 

TABLE 5-3 

ACT Program Smnmary 

Weekly Program Participants 

Average Facilities Population 

Participants as % of Popu1~tion 

Monthly P~rticipant Program 
hours 

Program Hours per Population 

AA Monthly Program Hours 

AA as % of Total l?rogram 
Hours 

5.2 PROJECT FERFORHANCE 

April 
1975 

407 
2,971 

13.7% 

3,86l !. hrs 

1. 3 hrs 
2,9lj.4 hrs 

76.2% 

December 
1975 

336 
3,169. 
10.6/0 

5,431 hrs 

1. 7 hrs 

~,789 brs 

69.8% 

Project ACT was established -to reduce the :cecidivism of 

released alcohol abuse:r:s. Recidivism consisted of rc~turn to 
crime andlor return to alcohol ahlwe. -The! meDns to affect 

rec:ividism consistcrJ of: 
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o Identification of alcobol 'abusers 

o Diversion of detentioners 

o 

a 

o 

Development of facility programs for 
alcobo1 abuser.s 

Coordination and cooperation \'7itb AA' 
and other community agencies 

Coordination of fol1oT:7-up services 
,\.yith Proj ect FIRE and other community 
programs. 

Tbe eventual impac t of Proj ect ACT Cali. be measured by 

rccidiviGm. For the purpose of the ~~v.:11uation,' tbe focus 

was on the p1:'ocess aspects of Project ACTo 

5.2.1 Staff Resources 

Each of t:110 Connecticut ~acilities has unique features 

which affect th-3 ACT facility program. Two facilities bave 

long term sentenced offenders. One bas youtbful sentenced 

offenders and one bas women detentioners and offenders. Tbe 

CGr~Lc~10na1 Centers largely cont~in detained persons. 

Tbey Ci":!rvc urban or rural areas and range in average daily 

populatioris from 43 to 400. 

Table 5 .. 4 shows the. relationsbip of ACT staff to the 

SiZ8 of tt.e facility population and :'co montbly program 

pc,l-ticipant hours. In December of 1975, 5 of the facilities 

had full-time alcohol counselors. Average monthly p~:-ogr[tm 

participant hours averaged a higb of 918 for Somers and a 10\'7 

of 135 for Litcbfield. 

Frogram hours provided per full-time staff indicates 

a relative :Level of effort. For example', staff members, 

'\'lOrking half time at Nontvil1e prov~ded an average of 375 

participant hours. Conceivably) 'the staff memuer could 

have provided t';'Jice as much or 750 bours if involved full 

time. Brool~lyn and Litchfiek1 jndicate a relatively low 

output of 376 and 338 hours. Tbis is (Jue primarily to the 

small populations at tbr::;se fA.ciJ iti.;.:s 1;]hich are 71 and !:.3 

respectively. 
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Similarly, population per full time staff shows the 
facility population served by the staff effort. Again, the 

Montville counselor 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 shaH 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. Cbes. Enf. Hid. Litcb. }Iont. N.H. Niant. Somers 
" 

Staff (1) 1.0 .5 .2 1.0 1.0 .4 .5 1.0 .2 1.0 

Partici-
par~t H:cs (2) 645 188 209 633 689 135 375 640 215 

Hours pC!r 
Staff 655 376 1,OfTS 633 639 333 750 640 1,075 

Facilities -
Popl}la-(3) 

t J_on \, 356 -71' 380 370 400 43 124- 313 lq·5 

Popu12tion 
per St.:1ff 356 li~2 1,900 370 400 108 248 313 725 

(l)Full-time equivalent:, December, 197_" 

(2) Avcr:::tgc . month 1; program bour s, April t.O December? 1975 
1'3) 
\.- Dpcember-) 1975 

918 

918 

967 

967 

Total 

6.8 

4,2/2 

628 

3,169 

{~66 
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5.2.-2 ACT Program Participants and Penetration 

Table 5-5 8hm-vs the estimated number of weekly 

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 bours of programming eluring the week. 

TABLE 5-5 

ProgrRm Participants and PerCent of Population 

; , 
i . 
, 

Ept. Brk. Ches. E~f. Hfd. Litch. Mont. N.H. Niant. Somers Total: 
Average 
HecI:.:ly Pro­

gram 
Participants 37 9 23 45 41 15 

" 

18 66 20 71 345 l 

Ave:.rage 
Fac iJ ii~v 
Popnlatlon 388 70 365 359 335 53 125 317 14,7 914 3,073 

Partici­
pan to as 

% of PO;). 

As % of 
Sentenced 
Pop111atn. 

9.5% 12.9% 6.3% 12.5% 12.5% 28.3% 14.4% 20.8% 13.6~~ 7.8% 11.2/~ 

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

For tbe 3ystem as a \';;~1010) 11. 2% of the irlcarcerated population 
.and 11:. _l~% of the sentenced population was involved in at least 

2 hours of p.eT prograrnmj ng. Litchfield shm<7cd t:he higbo8 t;: penetra­

tion at 28.3% of the avarage population of 53. Somers, the 
largest institution, showed the bighest participation of 71 
wi,lich C'G"lstituted 7 _,8% of the average p~pulC{t:'lm. 

While it has been estimated thc:,_t 30% of the institutional 

population may have alcohol p):'oblenis, there '.'lOuld be some 

difficulty in reach1~g that pro?ortion in the Correctional 
Centers ~vllich haVE; a higb turnOveT'. The short stay resulting 
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from high turnover makes identification and program 

scheduling difficult. For Enfield and Somers, the Correc-

1:ional Institutions, a .target of 30% in program may be 

realistic. Cbeshire, the institution for young male 

offenders, may have less of a problem population. 

Table 5-6 8ho-;-78 total monthly participant program hours 
and Alcobolics '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 

hmlrs increased in most cases, but was a smaller proportion 

of total program hours by December, 1975. 

Facility populations increased from April, 1975 to 

December) 197.5. The ACT program hours increased at a 

greater rate and there were equal or more program hours per 

inmate' in Dece.mber, 1975 except for Niantic. 
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TABLE 5-6 . 
Participant prograrr. Hours 

Bpt. Brk. Ches. E"nf. Hfa. Litch. . Mont. N.H. Niant. Somers Total 
Honthly Participcmt 
Prograo Hours 

Apr. 175 470 170 203 tl-95 312 112 134 620 256 892 3,864 
Dec. 17~ 

I) 820 206 215 771 866 159 617 660 174 943 5,431 

AA Prograw. Hours 
Apr. 175 t.~70 48 88 b,70 4.00 112 128 580 128 '520 2) 944, 

Dec. !75 480 176 112 765 752 80 200 480 104 6~.0 3,789 

AA '2,8 % of 
Part. Frog. Hours 

Apr. 175 1,00.0 28,2 43.3 94.9 78.1 100.0 \ 95.5 93.5 50.0 58.3 76.2 
Dec. l-~ /J 58.5 85.4 52.1 99.2 86.8 '50.3 3:L4 72'.7 59.8' 67.9 69.8 

Progr,?.m HOtH'S. Der 
Average Population 

Apr. 175 1.1 2.5 .6 LLt: 1.9 1.8 1.1 1.9 1.7 1.0 ~.3 

Dec ~ 175 2.3 2.9 .6 2.1 2.2 3.7 5.0 2.1 1.2 1.0 1.7 
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5.3 FINDINGS AI','-'D RECOJ.-ft.1ENDATIONS 

Project ACT is providing a diversified program of identi­

fic8.tion, counseling and treatmerlt 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 prQgramming has decreased. 

Diversion of alcohol clients to progr&ms outside of 

the correc1:ional centers varies and the impact bf ACT on this 

objective is not certain. Diversion and other program 

relevant factors vary from Center to Center and generalized 

standards for staff act;Lvities and perform3.rtce may not be 

relevant. Extent of alcoholism as a problem will vary 

regionally. 

. Add itionc.l progrc.m data is re.quLl:ed for mlaluation. 
C?.seload intal(p, and level of caselcad in\Tolvemcnt in avaihtblr:: 

activities are ill defined. Offense information requested 

frow. staff has limited relevance for policy and, pro&rarr~ 

decisions. In addition, this requested offense information 

,'70uld require extensive intervie~'Js or search tbrough records. 

The form is also not conducive to the listing of this ueta. 

Institutional progrc:unming for alcoholics would ~lppec?_r 

to present an excellent opportunity to work with cli~nts 

wi,l:hin a relatively alcohol-free environment. Clients 

voluntecr for such prograLlllning in ordp:.r to particip':-d:~ in SOrl1<:: 

activii::i.e.s. Ne.taHetrics recommends that' a separate evaluation 

be uDc1f!rtaken on Project ACT in order to dcterInine effecciveu8ss 

and generate information a~d anelysis for future progrem 
decis ions. . . 
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