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Introduction 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has been active in establishing sub- 
stance abuse treatment programs for offenders housed in both state and 
county correctional institutions. Residential treatment programs are cur- 
rently operating in all 13 county houses of correction and eleven sites in the 
state correctional system a t  medium, minimum and pre-release facilities. 
The state has supported these programs not only with state and county level 
funding, but also with a commitment of federal funds that the state adminis- 
ters through the Edward Byrne Memorial Local Law Enforcement Assistance 
Grant Program and RSAT funding. 

The purpose of the Residential Substance. Abuse Treatment (hereinafter re- 
ferred to  as “RSAT’) Formula Grant Program is to assist States and units of 
local government with the development and implementation of residential 
substance abuse treatment programs within State and local correctional fa- 
cilities. Grant funding requires the participation of prisoners who are sepa- 
rated from the general correctional population and are incarcerated for a pe- 
riod of time sufficient to  permit substance abuse treatment. 

The RSAT program must focus on the inmate’s substance abuse problems 
through the development of their cognitive, behavioral, social, and vocational 
skills. Individual and group treatment activities must last between six and 
twelve months in duration. To be eligible for RSAT funding, individual of- 
fenders must be required t o  participate in the treatment program for no less 
than six months and no more than twelve months, unless he or she drops out 
or is terminated from the program. 

In 1996, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts first applied for the formula 
grant award under the RSAT program. The Executive Office of Public Safety 
Programs Division (also known as the Committee on Criminal Justice) has 
received and distributed RSAT funding in Massachusetts since FY96. The 
Programs Division allocates half of the award to  the Massachusetts Depart- 
ment of Correction and the other half to  Sheriffs’ Departments for institution- 
based substance abuse treatment programs. The RSAT programs operating 
in houses of correction aim to reduce recidivism, provide discharge planning, 
and prepare aftercare placement to  inmates in the county system. Funding 
to  the Massachusetts Sheriffs’ Departments provides for the employment of 
Reintegration Coordinators for many of the houses of correction. While the 
actual tasks and activities of the various Reintegration Coordinators vary, in 
general they provide self-help instruction, relapse-prevention, addiction edu- 
cation, substance abuse counseling, peer support, basic psycho-educational 
instruction, urinalysis testing, and aftercare planning to offenders incarcer- 
ated in the county facilities. 

. 
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The Massachusetts RSAT programs are guided by the following common 
goals and objectives: 

Goals: 
0 To alter the substance-abusing behavior of offenders by promoting a sober 

lifestyle, free of criminal behavior; 

To develop the social, behavioral, educational, vocational, and life skills of 
offenders participating in the RSAT program; 

0 

0 To enhance post-release planning and reintegration services for incarcer- 
ated offenders. 

Objectives: 
0 To develop and monitor each facility’s reintegration plan to ensure com- 

pliance with program mandates. This includes counseling, referrals and 
the establishment of community and interagency ties; 

To ensure that aggressive urinalysis continues as part  of the post-release 
plans of the offender; 

To operate as a statewide treatment and reintegration planning team to 
develop a best practices model that  will initiate uniform standards rela- 
tive to treatment, aftercare, and a commitment to continuum of care 
throughout the state; 

To create and follow up Individualized Aftercare Plans for each program 
participant; 

To attend and participate in workshops, conferences, and seminars that  
offer education and assistance in providing offender treatment and after- 
care planning based on recent, empirically based research. 

The Corrections Program Office of the Office of Justice Programs has man- 
dated a number of requirements for programs receiving RSAT funding. They 
include: 

0 

P r o g r a m  must be six-to-twelve months: inmates must be in the 
treatment program for no less than six months. 

P r o g r a m  pa r t i c ipan t s  must reside separately f r o m  the general 
populat ion:  inmates must not share meeting, living space with other in- 
mates. 

P r o g r a m  must focus subs tan t ia l ly  on the substance abuse t rea t -  
m e n t  needs of the inmate :  the program’s main focus must be substance 
abuse treatment. 
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0 Program participants must be subject t o  a policy requiring drug 
testing: urinalysis or other methods of conducting drug tests must be 
utilized routinely in RSAT units. 

The current evaluation study focused on the Barnstable County Sheriff s.De- 
partment's RSAT program. The Barnstable County House of Corrections, lo- 
cated in the southeast region of Massachusetts on Cape Cod, has a bed ca- 
pacity for 275 inmates. This number includes 20 women inmates held in the 
female housing. unit of the facility. To prevent overcrowding and double 
bunking, the facility refers approximately 25 inmates per week to the nearby 
Plymouth County House of Correction. 

On April 28, 1997, the Executive Office of Public Safety Programs Division 
awarded the Barnstable County Sheriffs Department $38,885 to implement 
the RSAT program. Funding steadily increased the following two years, with 
an FY98 award of $40,851 and a n  FY99 award of 41,000. 

The Barnstable RSAT program is a six-month in-prison substance abuse 
treatment program intended to give inmates the tools they need to make 
choices that  will lead them to a drug- and crime-free life. The program uses a 
mixture of cognitive behavioral therapy and social skills training with a 
backdrop of self-help programming. The program is military-based and in- 
mates are oriented to  the program in the Prep Unit (six to eight weeks) be- 
fore they begin the more intensive therapy provided to them in the Shock 
Unit (sixteen plus weeks). A reintegration component, funded by the RSAT 
grant, exposes them to  reintegration issues as well as provides inmates indi- 
vidual plans to follow upon release. 

This report conveys the results of a process evaluation conducted between 
March and December 1999. Even though the RSAT monies fund only the 
Reintegration Coordinator position, this process evaluation covered the entire 
residential substance abuse treatment program. Specifically, the evaluation 
of the Barnstable RSAT program examines the following four areas: 

I .  Description of the RSAT Entry Process and Population. Research 
staff interviewed Barnstable House of Correction staff about the classification 
process a t  Barnstable, the process by which inmates are selected for the 
RSAT program, and the criteria used to select inmates for the program. This 
description also provides a sociodemographic and criminal history profile of 
the characteristics of RSAT inmates in comparison to general population in- 
mates. 

II .  Description of the RSAT Program. Researchers investigated the 
treatment program including the program design, various program activities, 
and how RSAT monies have impacted the overall program structure. Quali- 
tative and quantitative data were collected regarding the intake and assess- 
ment procedures that are in place in the Barnstable RSAT units.. Finally, re- 
searchers sought information about the unit rules regarding treatment at- 
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tendance, participation in programming, failed drug tests, and other discipli- 
nary infractions as well as the associated sanctions that are imposed when 
rules are violated. 
III. Description of Program Completion and Termination. The re- 
search staff examined the criteria for program graduation and the most 
common reasons for inmates not completing the program. Data was gathered 
on the proportion of RSAT inmates that graduate from the program, drop out, 
are terminated, or are released early. In  addition, information was gathered 
on the type of release from the prison (e.g. parole, end of sentence, or trans- 
fer) and the time frames that inmates typically spend in the RSAT program. 
Finally, the analysis compared the distinct characteristics of treatment com- 
pleters with non-completers. 

IV. Discussion about the Key Principles of Effective Program Imple- 
mentation. In this section researchers compare the research-based key 
principles of effective substance abuse programming for offenders with the 
principles guiding the RSAT program in the Barnstable House of Correction. 
Special emphasis is placed on issues of motivation and classification, length 
of time in treatment, staffing issues, and reintegration into the community. 

The structure of the report is as follows. The first section includes a Review 
of the Relevant  Research. The second section describes the Methodology 
for the entire study. The next three sections present the results of the first 
three areas as described above and include a Description of the RSAT 
Program, The Barnstable RSAT Population, and Program Completion 
a n d  Terminat ion.  The concluding section highlights the Key Principles 
of Effective Implementation and presents the research recommendations. 
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Review of Relevant Research 

1 .  

In-prison residential substance abuse treatment programs began in 1962 
with the establishment of a therapeutic community (TC) in corrections in Ne- 
vada State Prison (Time, 1963). The traditional TC model uses a social- 
psychological approach that incorporates a self-help philosophy in the treat - 
ment of substance abusers in a community-based residential setting (De 
Leon, 1997). The goals of the TC model are to help the client refrain from 
using drugs, develop employment skills, as well as refrain from illegal activ- 
ity and to develop a social network of positive influences. These goals are 
achieved through peer and confrontation group encounters (Nielsen & Scar- 
pitti, 1997). 

The defining characteristics of the in-prison therapeutic community model 
include residential communities isolated from the general population, and 
peer group structure which facilitates communal support and individual ac- 
countability during substance abuse treatment (Nelson et. al. 1982). Prison 
TCs were established and dismantled over the next decade in  many state cor- 
rectional facilities. However, in 1974 the New York State correctional system 
opened the Stay'n Out therapeutic community that  became the model for 
many of the in-prison residential substance abuse treatment programs. 
Since then, the Federal Bureau of Prisons and most states have opened 
similar in-prison programs. Along with the growth of these programs has 
come a growth in the number of impact evaluations that have produced some 
evidence that prison-based residential treatment can reduce recidivism rates 
and affect other positive release outcomes (Platt, Perry, and Metzger, 1980; 
Field, 1985; 1989, 1992; Gendreau and Ross, 1987; Wexler, Falkin, and Lip- 
ton, 1990: Lipton, Falkin, and Wexler, 1992; Browning and Orchowsky, 1995; 
Fabelo, 1995; Lipton. 1995; Wexler, 1995: Lockwood, Inciardi, and Surratt, 
1995; Martin, Butzin, and Inciardi, 1995). 

. 
I 

Key Principles of Successful Programs 
There has been significantly less evaluation research that  focuses on program 
design and process and their associated issues of program eligibility and se- 
lection, treatment starting and completion points, and program obstacles. 
However, as researchers in the substance abuse community begin to  ac- 
knowledge the effectiveness of in-prison substance abuse treatment pro- 
grams. more emphasis is being placed on identifying the specific components 
needed to make these programs successful. 
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Key Principles 
1 )  Use coordinated approach involving treat- 

2) Care should be taken in targeting the popu- 

3) Assessment of inmates' substance abuse 

4) Substance abuse counseling groups should be 

ment and custody staff 

lation for treatment services 

history and prior treatment essential 

Table 1: Key Principles of In-Prison Substance Abuse Treatment 
Programs 

Peters Taxman NIDA 
X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 
included 
5 )  Multi-modal treatment services should be 
readily available 
6) Possible drug use must be monitored 

X X X 

X X X 

7)  An adequate treatment period is cntical for 
treatment effectiveness 
8) Continuity of care upon release is crucial for 
Effective long-term treatment outcomes 
9) Cognitive behavioral therapy and social 
skills training should be included 
10) Treatment unit should be isolated from gen- 
:ral population 
I 1 ) Recidivism reduction should be a main fo- 

X X X 

X X X 

X .  X 

X X 

X X 
:us of program 
13) Substance abuse treatment need not be vol- 

-4s a result of this focus, some key components and principles have been rec- 
ommended and are summarized in Table 1. Roger H. Peters provided a 

X X 

BOTEC Analysis Corporation 

intary to be effective 
13) Addicted individuals with mental health 
iisorders need both treated in integrated way 
14) A clear code of conduct must exist for 
reatment participants 
5 )  Non-compliant behavior should be sanc- 
ioned 
6) Incentives for positive participation should 

)e yiven to inmates 
7)  Staff should develop measures to insure 
ccountability to program objectives 
8)  Prison administrators must be committed to 

support treatment program 

6 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 
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summary of in-prison drug treatment programs, including the various treat- 
ment interventions and his “principles of effective treatment” (Peters, 1993). 
In writing up her evaluation of the Washington Baltimore High Intensity 
Drug Traffichng Area Seamless System of Care Study (1998), Faye S. Tax- 
man drew up a list of principles for effective treatment systems that focused 
on transitional policies and treatment retention, many of which are applica- 
ble to the prison setting. Finally, the National Institute on Drug Abuse 
(NIDA) has recently published a research-based guide on the Przrtciples of 
Drug Addiction Treatment (NIDA, 1999). While the principles in each piece 
were targeted at slightly different populations (a few were inapplicable for a 
prison and were excluded), there was consensus about the key ingredients for 
successful programming. 

The first is the importance of having program staff,members that are sensi- 
tive to the security needs of the prison and the goals of treatment participa- 
tion. Ideally, this would result in a coordinated approach to treatment for 
prisoners. Two principles focus on treatment matching-that care should be 
taken in targeting the correct population to the treatment services and that 
proper assessments must be conducted. Other key principles focused on spe- 
cific treatment modalities (substance abuse counseling groups, cognitive be- 
havioral, and multi-modal), as well as other aspects of program operation 
(drug testing, length of program, and program philosophy). A final key prin- 
ciple on which there was consensus was the necessity for pre-release plan- 
ning and aftercare services to ensure that in-prison treatment participants 
continue their treatment a t  lower security and upon release. Some of these 
aspects are discussed further below while others will be discussed in greater 
detail in the section on Key Principles of Effective Implementation. 

Inmate Assessments  and Classification 
Assessing inmates and matching them with appropriate treatment can prove 
to be difficult. There are limits t o  the variety of treatment modalities that  
can be offered in correctional settings (Forcier, 1991; Leukefeld and Tims, 
1992; Peters, 1993). Furthermore, assessment and classification practices 
must be designed to facilitate this matching. 

Peters (1993) recommends that classification staff assesses the inmate’s his- 
tory of substance abuse and previous attempts at alcohol or drug treatment. 
Classification staff should also examine mental health symptoms for pur- 
poses of dual diagnosis and other issues that may impede a n  inmate’s treat- 
ment process. In addition, any inmate with a history of violence or aggres- 
sive behavior that  would threaten the security of the prison setting should be 
assessed carefully in order to  ensure the safety of both inmates and staff. Ac- 
cording to Peters, a clear and comprehensive assessment and matching proc- 
ess is necessary to maximize program effectiveness. 
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Assignment to treatment can be as much a consequence of correctional facil- 
ity classification as of clinical assessment. Classification issues may arise 
when dealing with jails that house non-sentenced inmates or inmates with 
relatively short sentences that  are mandated into treatment (Peters, 1993). 
Of the inmates who receive substance abuse treatment, low percentages 
complete their prescribed substance abuse program prior to their release 
from confinement or transfer to another prison (OJP, 1998: Rocheleau and 
Forcier, 1988). Some of those not completing the program may voluntarily 
drop out, but many are either removed from the program or released from 
prison before completion. Sentence lengths, along with the competing goals 
of treatment and security, can lead to  these low levels of treatment comple- 
tion (Forcier, 1991). 

Motivation for Treatment 
In their development of the 'Circumstances and Motivation Readiness Scale 
(CMRS), De Leon and his colleagues (De Leon, Melnick, Thomas, Kressel, 
and Wexler, 1999) developed questions that would determine whether in- 
mates were ready for substance abuse treatment by examining their internal 
and external motivations and their circumstances (Wexler, 1999). The cate- 
gories are as follows: 

Circumstances 1: these are the extrinsic reasons to go into treatment. 
These include being incarcerated as a result of one's drug use and family 
or legal pressure to  enter treatment; 

Circumstances 2: these are the external pressures to avoid treatment such 
as financial pressures, potential loss of job, and family reluctance to the 
idea of treatment; 

Motivation: these are the intrinsic factors relating to the recognition that  
one needs to enter treatment to  address the substance abuse problem; and 

Readiness: this measures the individual's acknowledgement that treat- 
ment is needed in order to change. 

To these circumstances and motivations, one must add in the incentives that 
prisons hold out to inmates to entice them into program participation. Most 
often,  one associates prison incentives with offering inmates days off their 
sentence, good time, in exchange for program participation. However, pris- 
ons offer many other incentives to enter treatment, some of which are in- 
tended and some of which are not (Rocheleau and Forcier, 1988). Intended 
incentives can include special visiting privileges, more programming, choice 
prison jobs. single cells either in the program or upon release from the pro- 
gram, promises of moves to pre-release or other lower-security options, and 
isolation from the general population. Unintended incentives can include 
living in a calmer, safer, and less noisy unit or section of the prison, being 
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housed within a unit with more structure and staff consistency, having access 
to staff who are reputed to be fairer and good to talk with, and having the 
ability to be one’s self rather than having to portray an image or an attitude 
to deal with everyday prison life. However, there are also pressures in prison 
against entering treatment. First and foremost is the pressure by fellow in- 
mates not to enter, followed closely by an inmate’s fear to be ridiculed for 
being willing to look inside himself and to cooperate with correctional staff in 
a program. It is also easier to get comfortable in the prison setting and just 
do time than it is to actively participate in substance abuse treatment. 

Peters (1993) has found that motivation, acceptanceladmittance of substance 
abuse problem, and commitment to treatment are important factors when as- 
sessing inmates for acceptance into a treatment program. To provide an en- 
vironment that is accepting of,the offender’s substance-related issues and can 
be beneficial in the sense of recovery, the assessmentklassification staff must 
ensure that all participants accepted are equally cognizant of their issues and 
willing to  work on changing their behaviors and lifestyles. 

However, the National Institute on Drug Abuse has published a pamphlet 
entitled, Principles of Drug Addiction Treatment: a Research-Based Guide 
(1999). Principle #10 is that, “Treatment does not need to be voluntary to be 
effective.” It goes on to explain that criminal justice sanctions or enticements 
can increase both treatment entry and retention rates as do other entice- 
ments such as family and employment pressures. In summary, the issue of 
inmate motivation to  enter treatment is much more complex than whether 
the inmate wants to enter treatment or does not. 

The Conflict between Security and Treatment 
One of the most clearly defined obstacles in the facilitation of a prison drug 
treatment program is the conflict between treatment and security. The pri- 
mary mission of the correctional institution is the protection of the public 
from the offenders. Rehabilitation is, by nature, secondary to this goal. 
Thus, offenders in severe need of treatment and a t  highest risk for re-offense 
may be deemed inappropriate risks for treatment programs. Similarly, be- 
cause of the emphasis on compliance with the rules of correctional institu- 
tions, program participants may be expelled for a single drug-related disci- 
plinary infraction, despite the clinical understanding of addiction‘ as a chronic 
disorder prone to relapse. The therapeutic community model, frequently im- 
plemented in correctional settings, is based on the principles of habilitation, 
resocialization, and modification of behaviors associated with criminal activ- 
it>-. This model allows for a more cohesive integration of treatment and secu- 
rity (Peters, 1993). 

. .  
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Continuity of Care after Release 
Prison treatment programs with successful outcomes usually have a signifi- 
cant aftercare component. This has been demonstrated in Delaware’s Key- 
Crest Program and the drug treatment programs for offenders with high-risk 
profiles at the Donovan and Cocoran prison facilities in California (Little 
Hoover, 1998). Research shows that although referrals to aftercare programs 
may entice some offenders and can serve as an important link for offenders in 
their transition into the community, referrals alone are not enough for of- 
fenders to sustain their own abstinence (Peters, 1993). In addition to 
strengthening the skills offenders have learned while in the prison drug 
treatment program, aftercare reinforces relapse prevention, assists with em- 
ployment and housing and is supportive for offenders coping with relation- 
ship and social issues (Peters, 1993). To be successful, prison treatment pro- 
grams must be linked with an  aftercare program for offenders to go to imme- 
diately following release. This continuity of care is important because with- 
out it, the gains made through treatment may be forfeited (CSAT, Tip 30). 
This relationship between aftercare and improved chances of recovery has 
been recognized in the field since 1979 (Predergast, Anglin, and Wellisch, 
1995). 
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Conclusion 
The ability of a corrections-based treatment program to handle the many ob- 
stacles that  confront any program that must be integrated into a prison 
community can drastically affect not only the treatment program process, but 
also the outcomes. By understanding the dynamics of program process, it  is 
possible to isolate the elements most critical to program success and failures. 
With respect to program comparisons, process evaluations can help to explain 
how programs, which appear similar in design, may have significantly differ- 
ent outcomes. This is crucial for identifying possible areas of improvement, 
as well as for facilitating replication or modification of successful programs 
(Patton, 1980). Process evaluations enable researchers to critically examine 
outcome results, to rule out alternative sources of change, and also to deter- 
mine the plausibility of explanations for results showing little to no change 
(Weiss, 1972). 
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Methodology 

Sample 
While planning for the collection of data presented in this report, researchers 
recognized that no single data set would fully address all questions posed by 
this study. The variables presented in this report are drawn from the three 
different data sets described below-ne is movement-based and the other 
two are inmate-based. The movement-based data set allows the researcher 
to explain the characteristics of either entries or exits from RSAT units (e.g., 
the length of time in the RSAT program). T4e other data sets describe char- 
acteristics of inmates (e.g., race, current sentence) rather than the move- 
ments. The difference between the two types of data sets is that the move- 
ment-based data set contains multiple records for a particular inmate. This 
occurs because several inmates had more than one entry into the RSAT units. 
For example, if an  inmate enters the RSAT program and is terminated after 
three weeks, he may be reclassified to the program again at a later time. 
Thus, he would be counted twice in the movement-based data set, but once in 
the RSAT inmate-based data set. Using an  inmate-based data set allows ex- 
amination of the personal characteristics of each inmate entering RSAT 
without double- or triple-counting inmates with multiple RSAT entries. Nev- 
ertheless, the same people are represented in both data sets, just  in different 
ways. The other inmate-based data set represents inmates in the population 
as described below. 

' 

RSAT Movement-Based Data  

The movement-based data set includes entries into the RSAT units, of which 
there were 313, from September 1, 1998 through September 1, 1999. The 
names of inmates who entered the RSAT units between the above time 
frames were extracted from a database maintained by the captain who acts 
as the manager of the RSAT units. His records also included information 
about the completion status of each entry into the RSAT program. These 
names and corresponding entry dates were then forwarded to the HOC staff 
responsible for maintaining the Management Information System at the 
Barnstable HOC. They, in turn, extracted the remainder of the movement 
data from the MIS database. This data set includes the commitment dates 
and the dates that inmates moved into the Prep Unit. It also includes the 
date and t-ype of release from prison, where appropriate. Release information 
includes whether the release was a transfer to another correctional facility, a 
release to the street (end of sentence), or a parole. 
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RSAT Inmate-Based Data  

To describe the individual characteristics,,of RSAT inmates, it was necessary 
to develop a separate data set with only one record for each individual who 
entered the RSAT program. Thus, the first inmate-based data set for this 
study contains the 261 inmates who entered the RSAT program between Sep- 
tember 1, 1998 and September 1, 1999. Examples of the inmate-based data 
in this data set include race, current sentence, and marital status. 

General  Populat ion Inmate-Based Data  

The seco 
populatii 
inmates. 
formatio 
RSAT in 
can be cc 
pop ulat ic 

Data Cc 

Quant i t  

The varii 
used is c 
mates wl 
tember 1 
were ext. 
tion was 
sen tencir 
lation. 
on Progi 

-4s part ( 

staff. A I 

database 
R) and fc 
mates in 
the Desc 
from the: 
RS4T pr 

lnd inmate-based data set consists of all inmates in the DOC general 
on on January 27, 2000,' excluding the RSAT inmates and female 

The result was a general HOC population of 127. Most of the in- 
n included in this data set was the same as that collected for the 
mate-based data set. Consequently, the two inmate-based data sets 
impared to determine similarities and differences between the RSAT 
in  and the HOC general population. 

Alection 

a t ive  Data  

sbles used, their sources, and the type of data set in which they were 
lescribed below in Table 2. As mentioned previously, once the in- 
ho entered the RSAT program between September 1, 1998 and Sep- 
, 1999 were identified, sociodemographic and sentencing information 
racted from the HOC'S population database and movement informa- 
extracted from the movement database. The sociodemographic and 
ig data is discussed in the section on The Barnstable RSAT Popu- 
I'he analysis of the movement information is presented in the section 
ram Completion a n d  Terminat ion.  

i f  the grant, BOTEC staff created a database for use by the RSAT 
description of this database is presented in Appendix A. Part of the 
includes the scores for the Level of Service Inventory - Revised (LSI- 

)r the Adult Substance Use Survey (ASUS) administered to all in- 
the RSAT program. This information is prese.nted in the section on 
r i p t i o n  of t h e  Program. Finally, RSAT staff collected information 
ir records on the completion status of the inmates who entered the 
ogram. Eventually, this information will also be included in the 

Data for inmates in the general prison population on September 1, 1999 were not available 
at the time of this analysis. 
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RSAT database. It is discussed with the movement information in the sec- 
tion on Program Completion and Termination. 

l Source of Data Variables Type of Data 

Table 2: Data Collection Source and Information Type 

Barnstable HOC MIS 
- population database 

Race Inmate-based 
Commitment age Inmate-based 
Marital status Inmate-based 
## of children Inmate-based 
Type of offense Inmate-based 

Barnstable HOC MIS 
Sentence length Inmate-based RSAT/gen. pop 
Commitment date Movement-based RSAT 

- movement database 
RSAT Records 

Collected on: ___i 

Prison release Movement-based RSAT 
LSI-R scores Inmate-based RSAT 

RSATIgen. pop* 
RSATIgen. pop 
RSAT/gen. pop 
RSATlgen. pop 

*,RSAT/gen. pop 

ASUS scores 
Entry into RSAT 
Exit from RSAT 
Completion status 

Inmate-based RSAT 
Movement-based RSAT 

Movement-based RSAT ' 

Qualitative Methodologies 

Review of Program Materials 

The first qualitative task of this process evaluation was to examine materials 
relevant to the RSAT program. This included reports to the Executive Office 
of Public Safety, program brochures for inmates that include descriptions of 
treatment activities, descriptive information on the assessment tools used in 
the unit, and program curriculum and schedules. Handout sheets passed out 
in treatment groups were also gathered throughout the data collection period, 
a s  were other pertinent documents. This information is reported in the De- 
scr ipt ion of the Program. 

Iiiterviews with Relevant Staff  

The BOTEC researcher conducted 16 interviews with relevant staff, includ- 
ing uniformed and non-uniformed personnel of the RSAT program, and ap- 
propriate institutional management, classification, and human services staff. 
An interview was also conducted with an outside vendor that provides em- 
ployment counseling to the inmates in the unit. 
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A semi-structured interview protocol was developed after reviewing program 
materials and meeting with key program staff. The interviews focused on the 
four research objectives, including descriptions of the RSAT entry process and 
population, the RSAT programming and activities, and program completion 
and termination issues, and a discussion about the key principles of effective 
program implementation as they pertain to  the Barnstable RSAT program. 
While the quantitative data provided factual information about the inmates 
participating in RSAT activities, the interviews helped to  shed light on the 
institutional and programmatic philosophies and factors that  affect such is- 
sues as selection of inmate participants, structuring of the treatment proto- 
col, program completion, and sanctions for relapse. In  addition, staff inter- 
views provided information on how the various dualities (security vs. treat- 
ment, management vs. line staff, uniformed vs. non-uniformed staff) that ex- 
ist in a prison setting affected program philosophy and housing unit regula- 
tions. Data from these interviews is presented in all four sections of the re- 
sults. 

Focus Groups with Inmates and Program Observation 

The BOTEC researcher conducted five focus groups with RSAT inmates to  
gain the perspective of program participants. One focus group was conducted 
with five inmates who were residing in RSAT's Prep Unit-the first of the 
two units that inmates enter when they participate in RSAT. Four focus 
groups were conducted with inmates residing in the Shock Unit-partici- 
pants from each of the three treatment groups were interviewed. The discus- 
sion in these focus groups concentrated on their entry into the unit, the daily 
operation of the program in the unit, and the rules and regulations sur- 
rounding the unit. 

Finally, the researcher spent many days informally observing the program. 
M:ith the permission of both human services staff and participants, the re- 
searcher attended and observed treatment activities, including treatment 
groups and education-related program components. In addition, the re- 
searcher observed a treatment group a t  the Community Corrections Center 
for RSAT participants who had been released from prison. BOTEC staff has 
found in previous prison research that spending time in the housing unit and 
in the institution in general, informally conversing with institutional staff, 
treatment providers, and  inmate participants provides insights and informa- 
tion that is not revealed through quantitative sources, and sometimes not 
through interviews. Information from the focus groups and the observation is 
presented in all four sections on the results. 
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Description of the RSAT Program 

The Residential Substance Abuse Treatment program is comprised of pro- 
grams and activities in two units-the Prep and Shock U n i t s n a c h  of which 
houses 40 men. Each unit is located just outside of the main house of correc- 
tion building and inmates reside in Quonset huts surrounded by a barbed- 
wire fence. Although the inmates reside in dormitory-style, they favor these 
units because they are well maintained and inmates get to spend a .good deal 
of time outside in the fresh air. RSAT inmates, who are referred to as “com- 
munity members,” are initially classified voluntarily to the Prep Unit and 
when deemed appropriate, are moved into the Shock Unit. Inmates who 
move from the Shock Unit into the Pfe-Release Center (PRC) have the oppor- 
tunity to continue with RSAT programming until their release from prison. 

The RSAT program has been evolving over the years, physically and pro- 
grammatically. It was begun during September 1995 and was loosely based 
on New York State’s Shock Incarceration program for young adult offenders,2 
which offered a unique blend of a boot camp along with a therapeutic pro- 
gram geared toward substance abuse. Staff from the Barnstable HOC visited 
New Yorks Lakeview Shock Incarceration Program prior to opening the sub- 
stance abuse program. When the program first started at Barnstable, 40 
Shock participants were in two of the tents outside of the main jail and pre- 
release status inmates were in the other two tents. Eighteen months later, 
the administration opened up the Prep Unit in the main jail. By the start of 
1997 when the newly built Pre-Release Center (PRC) was opened, Prep par- 
ticipants were moved out to the two tents previously occupied by the PRC 
inmates, bringing to 80 the total number of program participants. Over the 
same time period, the programming has evolved-program activities have in- 
creased and become more structured. 

The backdrop for the program is military in style; however, it is not a boot 
camp because there is none of a boot camp’s shouting or rigorous physical 
training, and inmates spend much more time on treatment, rather than 
work. Nevertheless, standards for behavior are high and inmates are held 
accountable for their actions. The program focuses on treatment by offering a 
blending of the self-help Twelve-Step program along with cognitive behav- 
ioral therapy and social skills training. AdCare Criminal Justice Services, 
Inc. (hereafter referred to simply as AdCare), a n  outside substance abuse 
treatment vendor, provides two key personnel, the institution’s Director of 
Human Services and the -4ssistant Program Director3 as well as its cognitive 

?See  Clark, Cherie L.. David W. Aziz. and Doris L. MacKenzie. 1994. “Shock Incarceration 
in New York: Focus on Treatment .’ Washlngton, DC: National Institute of Justice. 

:3 Further discussion of the staffing of the unit can be found at the end of t h s  section. 
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behavioral curriculum called the “Accountability Training Program.” Cogni- 
tive behavioral therapy is considered to be the treatment approach of choice 
with substance-abusing offenders because it not only focuses attention on 
substance abuse, but also on criminal thinking patterns, values, and behav- 
iors (Peters, 1993). Adcare’s Accountability Training program uses self- 
management strategies such as cognitive identification, restructuring, and 
modeling to help community members begin to break their cycle of criminal 
activity and substance abuse. In addition, a reintegration program (funded 
by RSAT monies) is in place in the Shock Unit, Pre-Release Center, and 
Community Corrections Center. 

Program Units and Components 

Prep Uni t  

The Prep Unit is a military style unit where the participants are prepared to 
move to either the Shock Unit, or on occasion, to other units that  offer a lower 
level of supervision. Inmates usually spend approximately four to eight 
weeks in this unit before moving on. Table 3, Prep Unit Program Activities, 
details the length and frequency of program activities and whether they are 
mandatory or voluntary. Table 4, Prep Unit Schedule, lays out the activities 
for a week so that  one can obtain a sense of the programming inmates attend. 

Both the dai ly  inspect ions and the dr i l l  and ce remony  (D&C) groups are 
indicative of the military format of the Prep Unit. Drill and ceremony con- 
sists of marching, facing movements, speaking and acting skills, and hygiene, 
and etiquette lessons with the purpose of instilling in participants a sense of 
respect, structure, and discipline. Officers in the Prep Unit hold communi ty  
meet ings on a regular basis. During these regimented meetings, the focus is 
on inmates’ progress in the unit including their spirits, regressions, and pro- 
gressions. 

Other mandatory activities include Basic Skills classes, religious education, a 
public health group, stress management, recreation, and education. The Ba- 
s ic  Skills  classes meet three times per week and follow a. six-week cycle. 
Two human services staff facilitate the classes, covering topics such as basic 
substance abuse education, addiction, anger management, and a n  overview of 
the self-help programs. This group. introduces community members to a 
structured group setting where there are standards for behavior and assigned 
homework. The deacon who works part-time a t  the Barnstable HOC facili- 
tates a weekly religious educa t ion  group that focuses on accountability 
and responsibility using the Ten Commandments as discussion points. The 
publ ic  health group, which meets once weekly, started out as a n  HIV/AIDS 
awareness group but has been expanded to encompass other health issues 
such as smoking and sexually-transmitted diseases. I t  is facilitated by a full- 
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time public health coordinator. The stress management class is offered 
twice per week and Prep Unit community members are mandated to attend 
the Saturday session. The stress management facilitator, whose time is do- 
nated by a non-profit group called PrisonSMART, instructs community mem- 
bers on breathing techniques that  decrease stress and promote a relaxed 
state. Inmates are also mandated to attend recreation periods in the gym- 
nasium where they can play basketball and do basic calisthenics. On Satur- 
days, Prep inmates are allowed to mix with Shock inmates for a period of 
community recreation. 

. .  

Table 3: Prep Unit Program Activities 
I 

Mandatory Activities 

Yo1 u n t a ry Activities 

Activities 

inspection 
Basic Skills group 
Education 
Recreation 

6130 - 8 
3 -4:30 

Public Health 
Stress Managemen (Sat). 
Drill & Ceremony class 
Religious Education 
Stress Management (Thurs.) 
AA/NA (outside) 
AA evening group 
Feelings group 
Reintegration case mngt. 

Zommunity meeting 
Zommunity recreation 

(eligible inmates only) 

Length 
of Hours 
per Ses- 

sion 
.5 
1 

1.5 

1.5 
1.5 
1 
1 

.75 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1.5 
.75 

.75 
2.5 

Sessions 
Per 

Week 

7 
3 
5 

7 
3 
1 
1 
7 
1 
1 
3 
6 
1 
1 

5 
1 

Total 
Hours 

Per 
Week 

3.5 
3 

7.5 

10.5 
4.5 

1 
1 

5.25 
1 
1 
3 
6 

1.5 
.75 

3.75 
2.5 

Finally, education is mandatory for all community members in the Prep and 
Shock Units. Community members who do not have a high school diploma or 
Graduate Equivalency Diploma (G.E.D.) or who test below a n  8 t h  grade level 
of education must attend classes offered by the educational department of the 
HOC. Community members are placed in one of the four classes according to 
their level. Classes include Adult Secondary Education (for those working 
toward their G.E.D.), Pre-Adult Secondary Education (for those who test be- 
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tween the 6th and the 8 t h  grade level), Adult Basic Education (for those who 
test below the 6th grade level), and Wilson Reading (for those who are just 
learning to read). The remaining community members attend Independent 
Study in the Shock Unit where they write book reports, work on their as- 
signments from group, and view educational and historical videos. A few 
college-level community members assist the teachers by tutoring individual 
students who are learning to read or who are working toward their G.E.D. 
Voluntary program activities include the self-help groups that operate in the 
evening and are open to both Prep and Shock Unit members. Every night of 
the week there is either an AA group facilitated by the community members 
or by an outside AA speaker or group. Finally, the captain- and another 
member of the human services staff conduct a Feelings Group on a weekly 
basis with any members in the Prep Unit who want to attend. This unstruc- 
tured meeting gives inmates the opportunity to confidentially discuss per- 
sonal problems or programmatic issues in a small-group setting. Prep Unit 
participants are separated from Shock Unit participants in all activities with 
the exception of the evening AA meetings, education, and community recrea- 
tion on Saturdays. 
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Table 4: Prep Unit Schedule 
Sun. Mon. Tues. Wed. Thurs. Fri. Sat. 

6:30 -Recreation -Recreanon -Recreation -Recreation -Recreahon -Recreation -Recreation 
am (6~30-8) (6:30-8) (6:30-8) (6:30-8) (6:30-8) (6:30-8) (6~30-8) 

8 -1nspectlon -Inspection -Inspection -Inspection -1nspectron -1nspecnon -Inspection 
(8:15-8:45) (8:15-8:45) (8:15-8:45) (8:15-8:45) (8:15-8:45) (8~15-8~45) (8~15-8~45) 

9 -Education -Education -Education -Education -Education -Stress 
(9-10:30) (9-10:30) (9-10:30) (9-1 0:30) (9-10:30) mn_qmnt. 

-Employ. 
@nons 

10 (8:45-10:30) 
b 

-Drill & -Drill & -Drill & -Drill & -Drill & 
Ceremony Ceremony Ceremony Ceremony Ceremony 

11 

Noon -Education -Education -Education- -Education Community 
(12-1~30) (12-1 :30) (12-1:30) (12230) recreation 
-Basic Skills -Religious -Basic Skills -Basic Skills (12-2:30) 
A (12:15) educahon A [ 12: 15) A (12:15) 

1 Pm ( I  2: 15) -Public 
Health1 2 15 

-Basic Skills -Feelings -Basic Skills -Basic Skills 
B (1 :30) ,group B (1:30) B (1:30) 

2 (I .30-3) -Public 
Health 1:30 

3 Recreation Community Recreation Recreation Community 
(3-4:30) meeting (3-4.30) (3-4:30) meeting 

4 

5 

-Remtepa- 
tion case 

6 mngmt 
(5 30-6 151 

-Outside -AA -AA -AA -AA -A A 7 -AA 

AA -Outside -Stress 
mgmnt  N A  

Mandatoy achvines Voluntary actniires Repeat actrwty for another proup 
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The Shock Unit is also a n  intensive, highly structured housing unit but it 
leans more toward being like a therapeutic community than the Prep Unit in 
that more emphasis is placed on building pro-social peer support. Although, 
there is still an element of being military-based (there is still marching and 
Shock Unit members still respond to commands with “Sir, yes sir”), the mili- 
tary emphasis is less intensive than in the Prep Unit (no inspections or drill 
and ceremony classes). The Shock Unit Program Activities, Table 5 ,  details 
the length and frequency of program activities and whether they are manda- 
tory or voluntary. The Shock Unit Schedule (Table 6) lays out the activities 
for a week so that one can obtain a sense of the volume of programming of- 
fered to inmates. 

Shock community members must attend many of the same activities and 
groups as do the Prep Unit participants. These include recreation, com- 
munity recreation, education, the religious education group, and the 
public health group. There is also a weekly community meeting in the 
Shock Unit that  is less formal than are those in  the Prep Unit. During this 
meeting, staff and community members review the prior weeks activities and 
climate of the unit. In addition, inmates must attend the RSAT group-a 
36-session program that meets three times a week for about one and a half 
hours. RSAT groups are offered three times daily to meet the developmental 
needs of Shock Unit members who move from group to group as they prog- 
ress. That is, inmates who first enter Shock begin treatment in the 1 p.m. 
group, move into the 3:30 group at  a later point, and participate in the even- 
ing group towards the end of their RSAT participation. As mentioned previ- 
ously, this group follows AdCare’s “Accountability Training Program” which 
is a progressive curriculum that uses the cognitive behavioral approach to 
change the criminal and addictive thinking of the participants. It combines 
the techniques of cognitive re-structuring and social skills training in order 
for participants to become aware of and identify their at-risk thought pat- 
terns, practice new pro-social skills, and receive feedback from other group 
members. Shock participants are expected to do homework assignments, in- 
cluding “Thinking Reports” in which the thoughts and feelings (and later on 
core beliefs) that they had/have during potentially negative situations are 
broken down and written about. Facilitators also conduct social skills train- 
ing where participants are introduced to a skill, see the skill modeled, imitate 
the skill through role-play, receive progress from other participants on its 
use.  and then practice that skill both in the group and within the unit. 
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Table 5: Shock Unit Program Activities 

Mandatory Activities 

Voluntary Activities 

Activities 

RSAT group 
Education 
Recreation 

1 1 ~ 3 0  - 1 
11:30 - 12 

5:30 - 6 ~ 3 0  
Public Health 
Reintegration group 
Religious Education 
Stress Management 
M A  (outside) 
AA evening group 
AA morning group 
Feelings group 
Reintegration case mngt. 

Community meeting 
Community recreation 

(eligible inmates only) 

Length 
of Hours 
per Ses- 

sion 
1.5 
1.5 

1.5 
.5 
1.5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1.5 
.75 

1 
2.5 

Sessions 
Per 

Week 

3 
5 

4 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
6 
6 
1 
1 

1 
1 

Total 
Hours 

Per 
Week 

4.5 
7.5 

6 
.5 
3 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
6 
6 

1.5 
.75 

1 

25 
-4mong the voluntary activities are the aforementioned Feelings Group and 
the stress managemen t  classes. At the request of community members, a 
third peer-led stress management class has been added on Fridays for Shock 
participants only. In addition, Shock Unit members are offered AA or NA 
meetings twice daily-in the evening along with Prep Unit participants and 
first thing in the morning within the Shock Unit where most of the meetings 
are peer-led. Finally, Shock participants can become involved in a twice- 
weekly program called Options for Employment .  Community members 
are eligible for this program if they have eight weeks remaining in their sen- 
tence, if they are over 20 years old, and if they have had six months of sobri- 
ety from drugs and alcohol. Two outside facilitators assist offenders with 
reintegration into the workforce by exploring employment trends, assessing 
work skills and strengths, developing resumes/applications, practicing inter- 
viewing skills, and helping inmates prepare for the questions regarding their 
incarceration. 
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Sun. Mon. Tues. Wed. Thurs. Fri. 

-Religious -AA -AA 
CCiUCatiOn (8:15) (8:15) 

-Feelings gp 
(8- 10:30) 

-Education -Education -Education 1 (9-10:30) (9-10~30) (9-1 0~30) 
I 

sat. 

. -AA 
(8:15) 

-Stress 
~ g I l U l t .  

-Education -Education 

- A A  

(6-7) tion case 
rnngmt 
( 6 :  15-7) 

-Outside - A A  
AA -Outside 

N A  

(6-7) (6-7) 

- A A  -AA -AA -AA 
-Stress 
mngmnt 

Table k I 

-AA I -AA 1 -AA 
(8:lS) I (8:lS) I (8:15) 

I I 

I (9-10:30) I ( 9-10:30) 
I 1 -Employ. r tions 

P- 
I I 

-Recreation I -Reinte- I -Recreation I r I I 

-Recreation I -Recreation I -Public 
Health 

(11~30-1) (11~30-I) (11~4.5) I Noon 
I I 

I Education I Education 
(12-1 :30) (12-1:30) 

-Public 
Health 

-Group 1 (12:45) 

........ . . - .  . - . .  * \  . ~ 

. -  . 

( I  ~30-3 
-Stress 

t- 
I 3  I 1 Employrnt. 

Options 
-Group 2 -Group 2 (2:454) 
(3 :30-5) (3:30-5) 

Community 
meeting 
(2:30-4) 

I 

(530-6:30) (5:30-6:30) 

1 4  

7 

I I 

Repeat activities for another group (e.g. RSAT group 2) Mandatory activities I Voluntary activities 
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Impact of RSAT Funding - Focus on Reintegration 

Although all of the .houses of correction previously operated in-prison residen- 
tial substance abuse units in their facilities, the intent of the RSAT funding 
in Massachusetts was to strengthen the link between successful program 
participation and successful reintegration into the community. Initially, re- 
gional reintegration coordrnators were hired who covered areas that encom- 
passed two or three houses of correction. However, funding became available 
to allow each facility to hire its own reintegration coordinator-Barnstable 
hired its own in January 1998. 

The roles of the reintegration coordinator at Barnstable are  three-fold: 1) to 
prepare the inmates in RSAT for drug- and crime-free livilig on the outside; 
2) to case manage their pre- and post-release needs; and 3) to build relation- 
ships with community-based agencies to be more friendly to the prison 
population and to educate the inmates about them in return. The reintegra- 
tion coordinator conducts large groups (reintegration groups) within the 
Shock Unit on the basics of reintegration, covering different topics such as 
being on probation, parenting, and relapse prevention. During this weekly 
group, she often introduces outside speakers from the community who might 
be resources for the participants upon their release. She has also brought in 
probation and parole officers who answer participants' questions and discuss 
the general expectations they place on inmates upon release. 

The reintegration coordinator also works with RSAT inmates who are within 
six months or less of release (reintegration case management). She con- 
ducts three small groups with those inmates close to release in  each of the 
units-Prep, Shock, and the PRC. Although the topics of these weekly small 
groups are similar to  the large Reintegration Groups in Shock, they provide 
more individual attention. In addition, she works with inmates on a n  indi- 
vidual basis during the week or two prior to their release (a month prior if 
the inmate needs to plan a parole). -4t this time, the reintegration coordina- 
tor conducts another Level of Service Inventory - Revised (LSI-R) and, with 
the help of the inmate, devises an individualized service plan (ISP) that the 
inmate should follow once he is released. Among the items that the ISP ad- 
dresses are continued substance abuse treatment (which might include con- 
tinued participation in the RSAT groups at the Community Corrections Cen- 
ter or another substance abuse program), attendance at M N A ,  or moving 
into a residential program. The reintegration coordinator has developed rela- 
tionships with staff from the Cape's various residential and non-residential 
substance abuse programs. If needed, she will. help the inmate address psy- 
chiatric and medical issues, as well as  employment and housing issues. 

' 
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Staff and Participant Feedback Regarding Program Activities 

AA/NA 

RSAT group in Shock 

Basic Skills group in 
Prep 

Education classes for 
non-GED participants 

Independent study for 
participants with a GED 

Religious education 

Reintegration group 

Stress management 
classes 

SI - most of the responses In this 

During the evaluation, a number of questions regarding program activities 
and program components were asked of both staff and RSAT participants. 
Among the questions, staff was asked whether they thought each of the main 
program activities were very effective, somewhat effective, or not effective at all 
and participants were asked to give feedback on the same program activities. 
Table 7 below summarizes their responses. 

Staff Perceptions .of Participants’ Responses: 

Very Some- Not at Positive Neutral Negative 
Effectiveness: 

what all 

xx X xx X 

xx X xx X 

xx X X xx 

X xx X X x); 

xx X X xx 

X X X X X X 

x X X X xx 

x X X X xx 
categor! X - some responses In thls category 

Table 7: Staff and Participant Feedback on Program Activities 

-4s can be seen, there were three program activities (the self-help program, 
the RSAT group in Shock, and the education classes for non-GED partici- 
pants) that  most of the staff viewed as  very effective and inmates spoke most 
positively about. Feedback on the Basic Skills group in Prep, the religious 
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education group, the stress management group, and the reintegration group 
was more mixed and less positive. 

Inmates were asked which of the program activities they liked the most and 
the least. Staff was also asked which program activities they thought the 
community members liked the most and least. Although all of the activities 
got at least one vote one way or another, Table 8 shows those program activi- 
ties that the clear majority chose as participants' most or least favorite. Al- 
though staff correctly predicted that community member6 liked the RSAT 
groups in the Shock Unit, their other guesses about inmates' least and most 
favorite activities were incorrect. 

Staff said community members liked 
the least: 

- Military-styled format 

Table 8: Program Activities that Community Members Liked the 
Most and the Least 

Community members said they liked the least: 

- Recreation 
- Public health 

Staff said community members liked Community members said they liked the most: 
the most: 

- RSAT group in Shock 
- Recreation 

- RSAT group in Shock 
- M A  /I 

Substaiice Abuse Progranzming 

Staff pointed to two factors that made the RSAT groups in Shock very effec- 
tive-the main facilitator and the use of the cognitive behavioral approach in 
the group. Both staff and community members pointed to the facilitator as 
being very knowledgeable and skillful and as having a lot of empathy.. The 
approach used in the group often proved to be the first time community 
members had focused on accountability issues in their lives and simple skills 
for changing their behavior were taught. Most of the participants discussed 
the difficulty of beginning participation in the groups, but explained that af- 
ter awhile, they were able to open up and work on issues they rarely had ever 
discussed. 
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Less than half of the inmates interviewed in the focus groups said they at- 
tended &UNA meetings on a regular basis. However, those who did not at- 
tend were neutral about the program, saying either “it’s just not for me” or 
admitting tha t  they just were not motivated enough to attend. Most of the 
staff and many of the community members thought that it was important for 
members to start the process of going to AA/NA meetings in prison (where 
there is no excuse for not going) so that they will be comfortable with the 
format of the meetings and will be exposed to  the whole process of recovery. 
Several staff and community members pointed t o  the outside speakers as 
powerful examples of people with similar problems who were able to over- 
come their addiction and begin leading positive lives. Some of the Shock Unit 
participants particularly liked the morning AA groups since they helped 
them to “set the pace for the day.” 

Inmates’ comments regarding the Basic Skills group in Prep were mostly 
negative, citing the group as repetitious and too large. There were some posi- 
tive comments about each of the facilitators. Staff believed that, for the most 
part, the goals of the Basic Skills group were being met. Some felt that the 
facilitators had the tendency to get off track f r o m  the curriculum and that the 
curriculum needed strengthening. The Director of Human Services has rec- 
ognized these problems and was in the process of strengthening this compo- 
nent. 

Educational Programming 

As for the education classes for non-G.E.D. participants, a small number did 
not like that they had to  attend education classes, but the majority of those 
who attended thought the classes were great. Some were very proud of their 
achievements in class and wished that classes were longer than the allotted 
time. Feedback was mixed regarding the independent study time for inmates 
with their G.E.D.s. At best, staff and participants viewed it as time spent 
learning about history and other subjects or as a good inmate management 
activity. At worst, it was viewed as boring and a waste of time. 

Reintegratioii Program rri iiig 

Feedback was mixed regarding the various types of reintegration activities 
conducted by the reintegration coordinator. Staff believed that the large 
weekly reintegration group conducted in Shock was either very or somewhat 
effective while most inmates’ opinions were not as positive. Many acknowl- 
edged that the group had just begun and that more topics should be covered 
(buch as life skills, domestic violence issues, and parenting classes) and the 
group needed more structure. Both staff and community members high- 
lighted the importance of bringing in outside speakers to help participants 
make a successful link to the community. As one staff member explained, it 
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“provides a ‘face-to-face’ contact. Inmates can shake their hands, get their 
cards, and even make an appointment.” 

Feedback was more positive on the smaller groups with inmates in Shock and 
the PRC who are close to release and on the individual help that the reinte- 
gration coordinator gives to inmates just prior to their release. T h s  includes 
giving community members information about residential housing and sub- 
stance abuse programming in the community and often helping them contact 
those agencies and applying for participation. Help has also been given with 
housing issues, employment, and medical and mental health referrals. The 
reintegration coordinator was lauded regarding her knowledge of community 
resources and connections, her persistence in finding needed resources, and 
solving complicated issues, and her empathy. However, many of the commu- 
nity members and some staff had the sense that  the workload of the reinte- 
gration coordinator was too much and that it sometimes resulted in inconsis- 
tent help and need areas that went unmet. 

Most of the community members that were interviewed were not at the point 
near release when they would be working on an  Individualized Service Plan 
and thus had little comment on it. Staff all believed that it was an important 
tool to help the inmates focus on the specific things they would need to do to 
stay substance- and crime-free in the community and that it was good for in- 
dividuals to receive that type of individual attention. However, most ac- 
knowledged that  the plans had “no tooth to  it” and that inmates, once re- 
leased, were not bound to the plans unless they had probation and parole of- 
ficers who adopted the plans as part of their conditions of probation or parole. 
Nevertheless, most staff saw value in them and as one counselor explained, 
“although they may not follow it, it lets them know how to live their life- 
what (their life) should look like.” 

Other Program Activities and Conipouerits 

Staff was divided about the effectiveness of the weekly religious education 
group and inmates were strongly divided in their opinions of it. There was a 
concern this group was not integrated in any way with the rest of the treat- 
ment program and that there was no lesson plan or curriculum. Some of the 
participants thought it was an important program component, while others 
thought it to  be repetitive and a waste of time. 

Inmates were similarly divided about the stress management classes. Only a 
feu. of the Shock inmates interviewed attended the stress management 
classes on a regular basis. but those who did thought it was an  important 
component and lamented that it was not a daily offering. Staff agreed that  
for those who attended and liked it, the program was probably very effective, 
but for others it was not. Both inmates and staff thought that it should con- 

BOTEC Analysis Corporation 27 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S.
Department of Justice.



. .,.-. . ,-,.-.., . .. . ... . . .  . .  - _. , 

tinue to be mandatory for inmates in Prep as a way to expose them to  a posi- 
tive alternative approach to stress management. 

Staff and community members were asked to comment on other program 
components and activities, including the military-style format of the program 
and the mandatory recreation. All but one of the staff interviewed thought 
the military-style format of the RSAT program was effective and an  impor- 
tant aspect of the program. Most staff credited the military-style format 
with providing structure and discipline to the inmate participants-two 
things that have been missing in many of their lives. Other staff commented 
that it taught community members how to deal with authority, be account- 
able, and organize their lives and also made the groups and other program 
activities more manageable. Interestingly, less than half of the inmates liked 
the military format as it was, but those who desired changes were most apt to 
want the military aspect intensified. Some of the Shock participants com- 
mented on the fact that  the military expectations were eased when they 
moved to the Shock Unit and they thought that  it should remain the same as 
in Prep. The Director of Human Services addressed the issue of the military 
aspect easing from the transition from Prep to Shock. She believed that  the 
military aspect was enforced more in Prep because it provided inmates with 
external discipline, but it was hoped that  once community members moved 
into Shock, that  they would begin to internalize that discipline and that they 
would not need it to be provided externally. In  turn, they will face even less 
structure when they are released into the community. 

While all staff and community members acknowledged the importance of 
physical activity and recreation (to release stress and energy, to maintain 
personal health, and t o  promote social skills), half of the staff and all of the 
community members lamented the conditions and lack of equipment in the 
gymnasium where recreation is conducted. At the time of the interviews, 
basketball and calisthenics were the only activities available during recrea- 
tion times. Staff and participants recommended a number of activities such 
as handball, weight lifting, boxing, and a running program. Shock partici- 
pants commented that when they were in Prep, they had too much time in 
the gym (up to three hours per day). However, in Shock, sometimes commu- 
nity members were asked to vote on whether they wanted to  go to the gym 
and if the majority ruled against it, then they hardly had recreation at all. 
hlany of those-who wanted the military aspect intensified also wanted there 
to be a physical training component to the program: 

-4 number of staff and participants commented positively about the Options 
for Employment program and about the feelings group held weekly. While 
onl!. six to twelve participants attended each program at any given time, 
those who had attended spoke highly of both. 

Flnally, both staff and community members were asked if they thought pro- 
gram requirements were too lenient, too strict, or just  about right and if they 
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would change the amount or type of program activities if it were up to them. 
Almost all of the staff and most of the program community members thought 
that the requirements were just about right; however one-fourth that they 
were too lenient. As to whether they would make.changes, most of both 
groups said they would. The majority of comments were to add more pro- 
gramming, especially more voluntary groups. Topics included anger man- 
agement, domestic violence, parenting skills, and life skills. They also 
wanted more vocational and educational training, college courses, and com- 
puter classes/practice. Changes to existing programs included more reinte- 
gration topi&, a small voluntary cognitive group for highly motivated par- 
ticipants, more stress management sessions, more structured recreation ac- 
tivities, and more AA meetings with outside speakers. There were requests 
for more one-on-one counseling, for smaller RSAT groups, for family involve- 
ment, for ex-offenders to conduct peer advocate groups, and for reinstating 
victim impact activities. Other comments focused on the need for more re- 
sources for the program including more staff to monitor community member 
participation and progress, more reading, educational, and substance abuse 
literature, and more equipment for recreation. 

" 

Program Intake and Assessment Tools 
When an inmate first enters the Prep Unit, a human services counselor com- 
pletes both a treatment program intake and the management information 
system forms provided by the Department of Public Health. In  addition, the 
counselor and inmate develop a treatment plan that  specifies individual goals 
and objectives to be accomplished during the inmate's participation in the 
RSAT program. As discussed below, the other assessment tools include the 
use of the Level of Service Inventory - Revised (LSI-R) and the Adult Sub- 
stance Use Survey (ASUS). The Prep Unit officer also conducts a n  informal 
intake with new Prep participants and gives them a packet that  outlines all 
of the rules and expectations of the program. 

The Level of Service Inventory  - Revised (LSI-R) 

The Level of Service Inventory - Revised (LSI-R) was developed by Don A. 
-4ndrews and James Bonta as a comprehensive riskheeds assessment. This 
assessment supplies practitioners with criteria to  identify treatment targets, 
monitor offender risk, assist in probation, supervision, and placement deci- 
sions, and determine the likelihood of recidivism (Andrews & Bonta, 1995). 
The LSI-R samples both major and minor risk factors, identified by theory 
and research that can assist in directing attention to dynamic or changeable 
factors that  represent reasonable targets of intervention. 

The LSI-R provides three basic scores: a total risk score, a profile for crimino- 
genic need, and a scale for protective factors. The total risk score is a general 
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guideline for classifying risk levels. The profile for criminogenic need con- 
sists of ten sub-scales. The sub-scale scores are standardized to percentage 
scores. Higher percentages can be used-as first indicators of the offender's 
salient criminogenic needs. The ten sub-scales for the profile of criminogenic 
need include: 

Educatioflmployment - livelihood satisfaction and livelihood stabil- 
ity/s truct ure . 
Financial - ability to support a viable pro-social lifestyle. 

FamilyMarital - availability of meaningful social support and biological 
(genetic) and social learning criminogenic makers. 

Accommodation - level of domestic stability and immediate environmental 
modeling opportunities. 

Leisure/Recreation - amount of idle and/or poorly structured (e.g., non 
goal-oriented) time. 

Criminal History - antisocial behavior, crime pattern relationship, and 
risk severity. 

Companions - connotes most potent source of rewards and constraints, of- 
ten reflects current social values/mores, and companions & activities have 
reciprocal influences. 

AlcohoUDrug Problems - onset, intensity, frequency, style; adverse conse- 
quences (disruption), and readiness for change. 

EmotionalPersonal - mental health issues, emotional managementhelf- 
regulation skills, and anti-social personality features. 

10) AttitudedOrientation - pro-social activities, pro-criminal activities, con- 
ventional norms, non-conventional norms, and criminal justice sys- 
tem/corrections missions & objectives. 

The final score of the LSI-R is the scale for protective factors or pro-social be- 
havior. The resulting score of this scale is inversely related to the total risk 
scores. Offenders with low protective factors would be expected to  have high 
total risk scores. While this scale is useful in itself, its real significance is not 
realized until the offender is re-assessed, usually after a period of program 
participation. Upon re-assessment a change score is calculated to determine 
if there has been a negative change (reflecting fewer pro-social behaviors) or 
positive change (reflecting a potential increase in pro-social behavior). 

LSI-R Adrniriistratiori in R S A T  Program 

Human services staff instituted the use of the Level of Supervision - Revised 
(LSI-R) in the RSAT program during 1997. They view its usefulness as 
threefold: to assess clients' risky behaviors and to help create treatment 
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plans; to measure client change over time; and to assess the treatment pro- 
gramming and the need areas of staff. The plan is that human services staff 
should administer the LSI-R to inmates during their stay in the Prep Unit 
and again just before they are released from the prison. However, staff 
shortages and the need to train new staff in the LSI-R protocol have pre- 
vented human services staff from strictly adhering to these time frames. It is 
hoped that the up-coming training sessions will resolve this problem since 
veteran staff will be trained in how to train other staff to administer the pro- 
tocol. 

O h  (n) YO (n) 
3 (2) 29 (23) 

43 (35)  67 (53) 
54 (43) 4 (3 ) 
100 (80) 100 (79) ' 

LSI-R Results 

This report includes the LSI-Rs administered to offenders entering the RSAT 
program between September 1998 and SGptember 1999. LSI-Rs were in- 
cluded if they were administered during the inmates' placement in the RSAT 
units. Any LSI-Rs administered before or after the offenders' placement were 
excluded. There were not enough cases where inmates had LSI-Rs at both 
the program entry and prison release stages to make a comparison. This 
comparison will be made during the impact evaluation. 

The LSI-R sample consisted of in-program LSI-Rs on 80 offenders. Overall, a 
majority of the offenders were classified as high risk on the total risk score 
and medium on the protection score (Table 9). This inverse relationship be- 
tween total risk and protection is expected. An almost even inverse relation- 
ship is seen between offenders in the low total risk score category and the 
high protection score category. 

1 
Table 9: Total  Risk and Protect ion Scores (LSI-R) 

I 1 Total Risk Score I Protection Score 

L I I I 

The criminogenic need profile shows that a majority of the RSAT offenders 
scored above 50 percent on the familyjmarital, criminal history, companion, 
and alcohol and drug problem subscales while scoring 50 percent or lower on 
all other subscales. Thus the RSAT inmates whose scores these represent 
tended to have little family support or family ties, were involved in criminal 
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behavior, were associated with people and activities that reinforced their 
negative behaviors, and were at high risk for serious drug and alcohol use. 
(See Table 10.) 

Table 10: Criminogenic Need Sub-scales 1-10 

Education/ Employ- 
ment 
Financial 

Family/ Marital 

Accommodation 

Leisure/ Recreation 

Criminal History 

Companions 

Alcohol/ Drug Prob- 
lems 
Emotional/ Personal 

Attitudes/ Orienta- 
tion 

Up to 50% 
YO (n) 
62 (49) 

76 (51) 

29 (23) 

63 (49) 

61 (49) 

35 (28) 

38 (25) 

28 (22) 

74 (42) 

64 (50) 

Valid Cases 
YO N 
100 (79) 

The Adult  Substance Use Survey  (ASUS) 

The Adult Substance Use Survey (ASUS) is a clinical assessment tool de- 
signed to screen for alcohol and other drug use. This assessment tool also 
provides a brief mental health screening. The tool consists of six scales, five 
individual measures and one global measure. The five individual measures 
consist of  

1. Involvement - lifetime involvement in alcohol and drugs. 

2 .  Disruption - problems and disruptive consequences due to drug use. 

3. Social - rebellious and antisocial behavior and attitudes, past and present. 

-1. hlood - psychological and emotional disruption. 
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5. Defensive - the degree to which the client is able to divulge personal and 
sensitive information on the ASUS. 

6. Global - overall measure of risk and life-functioning disruption. 

ASUS Administration in RSAT Program 

The ASUS is either administered by treatment specialists at intake when the 
inmate first enters the Prep Unit or along with the LSI-R sometime before he 
leaves Prep for the Shock Unit. Human services staff interviewed were less 
emphatic about the usefulness of the ASUS in light of the fact that  it yielded 
information somewhat similar t o  the LSI-R. It was viewed as helpful in iden- 
tifying those people resistant to treatment in general and to discussing issues 
in groups in particular. It was also seen as providing a Confirmation of the 
substance abuse information on the LSI-R and providing more specific infor- 
mation on drugs used. 

ASUS Results 

Overall, most of the RSAT inmates received a high or high-medium severity 
rating on the global severity score indicating a severe degree of overall dis- 
ruption of life-functioning (Table 11). Inmates had a high involvement in 
substance abuse, had problems and disruptive consequences due to their drug 
use, had been rebellious and exhibited antisocial behaviors and attitudes, 
and had psychological and emotional disruptions. However, RSAT inmates 
also received lower scores on the defensive severity score. The defensive se- 
verity score indicates that the RSAT inmates were able to divulge personal 
and sensitive information on the ASUS. This implies that  the inmates felt 
comfortable discussing personal information with the treatment specialists 
who administered the ASUS. 
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Severity 

High 
High- 
medium 
Low- 
medium 
LO” 
Validcases 

These results show that the RSAT inmates do have serious substance abuse 
problems and, high risk and life-functioning disruptions. However, since 
similar LSI-R and ASUS data is not available for the general population, it 
can not be determined that  these inmates are at any higher a risk than other 
inmates in the Barnstable House of Correction. Nevertheless, they do show 
that the inmates in the RSAT program have substance abuse and crimino- 
genic needs that  should be addressed. 

Involve- Disruption Social Mood Defensive Global 
ment Se- Severity Severity Severity Severity Severity 

verity 

YO (n) YO (n) YO (n) % (n) % (n) YO (n) 
54 (51) 44 (42) 64 (60) 44 (41) 1 1  (10) 49 (46) 
25 (24) 42 (39) 20 (19) ’69 (34) 35 (33) 35 (33) 

11 (lo) 5 ( 5 )  10 (9) 15 (14) 21 (20) 10 (9) 

10 (9) 9 (8) 6 (6) 5 (5) 33 (31) 6 (6) 
100 (94) 100 (94) 100 (94) 100 (94) 100 (94) 100 (94) 

RSAT Rules 

Attendance  and Par t ic ipa t ion  

-4s mentioned previously, attendance is mandatory for some of the RSAT pro- 
gramming, such as the Shock groups, and is voluntary for other program ac- 
tivities, such as AA. Inmates must attend mandatory programs (unless ex- 
cused by a counselor or officer for sickness) or else they are considered out of 
place and thus prone to disciplinary action. The first time this might happen, 
the Captain might talk to  the inmate, giving him a verbal warning. Further 
incidents of non-attendance would result in the inmate being moved out of 
the program and back into general population or in the least, from the Shock 
Unit to the Prep Unit. Attendance is recorded at all programs regardless of 
whether they are mandatory or not. This is accomplished by sign-in sheets, 
taking attendance, or  head counts. Staff believes that  attendance by inmates 
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at non-mandatory activities, such as A4 groups, is indicative of their motiva- 
tion to get something out of the program. It appears that the discussion on 
the pros and cons of requiring other meetings to be mandatory will continue 
to be an  issue discussed in this and other programs. 

Staff and inmate views regarding participation within the groups and meet- 
ings varied widely. Many of the staff and inmates believed that the extent of 
the participation was dependent solely on the inmates. Estimates of those 
who actively participated ranged from a “small percentage” to “most of the 
inmates.” It appears that  active participation is more prevalent in the Shock 
Unit groups and meetings, than in those in the Prep Unit. In one of the focus 
groups in the Shock Unit, participants gauged that  about 70 percent actively 
participated and that the other 30 percent attended but did the least they 
had to do to get through the program. However, one of the participants said 
he rarely talked in the groups because he felt uncomfortable talking about 
himself in front of others in general, but that  he had gotten a lot from listen- 
ing to  the facilitator and the other inmates discussing substance abuse and 
behavioral problems and solutions. 

A few inmates and staff noted that  active participation depends on a range of 
factors having to do with the climate in the units, Climate is affected by the 
officers working in the unit (whether they are the regular officers or are just  
filling in), by the captain’s presence in the unit (“if the captain is here, every- 
thing runs fine”), and by the mix and mood of the inmates in each of the 
units. Some staff noted that participation was more active in some groups 
and meetings (such as  the Shock group) than in others. However, even 
within that group, the facilitator explained (and the researcher observed) 
that active participation varies depending on what group one is in. Inmates 
who first enter the Shock Unit are assigned to the 1:30 P.M. meetings and 
over time, move into the later meetings, until they are assigned to the even- 
ing meetings which involves the participants who have been in Shock the 
longest. I t  was clear from the observations that it was much more difficult t o  
pull inmates into the conversation during the 1:30 P.M. meeting than it was 
at others and that  the discussion in the evening groups was much more seri- 
ous, intense, and personal (even with an observer present). 

,, 

Rules a n d  Disciplinary Infract ions 

Almost all of the inmate participants and staff interviewed were of the opin- 
ion that rules were more strictly enforced in the RSAT units than in general 
population. Most also agreed that inmates were held to a “higher standard” 
in the RSAT units than in general population. In addition to having to abide 
by the prison rules in general, inmates in the RSAT units were required to 
make their beds, shave and maintain a neat appearance, stand at attention 
for the count, and refrain from swearing. They also were not able to engage 
in some of the activities allowed in general population such as card playing 
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and were restricted in the television that was allowed. They were expected to  
adhere to a “code of behavior” that was non-existent in general population. 
Before inmates are allowed to move fiorn.the Prep Unit into the Shock Unit, 
they have to memorize all of the rules and know what is expected of them. 

While expectations are clearly higher and rules are more strictly enforced in 
the RSAT units, the response to the infraction of those rules and standards is 
not clear-cut. Even with the higher standards, staff relayed that  inmates in 
the RSAT units receive fewer disciplinary reports than do those in general 

’ population. The few disciplinary reports usually involve the presence of con- 
traband (e.g. cigarettes) or disrespect to officers-there are very few assaults 
or fights in the units. Shock participants are even less likely to acquire disci- 
plinary reports than are Prep participants. The captain noted that, overall, 
RSAT participants “are more self-disciplined.” 

With correction officers working alongside participants in the unit, they get 
to  know the inmates and there is much more opportunity to discuss issues 
with inmates and to give inmates verbal warnings. In  contrast, officers in 
general population were viewed as being more indifferent toward inmates, 
possibly allowing smaller things to  slide, as long as they were able to main- 
tain order. In addition to  informal verbal warnings by officers, inmates are 
often summoned to  speak to  the RSAT captain who might issue a verbal or 
written warning or assign the inmate a “learning experience.” Learning ex- 
periences might include sitting on the “thinking rock” outside the Shock Unit, 
standing at attention, extra chores, or wearing or carrying something that  
might remind the inmate of the infraction. In addition, he sometimes adjusts 
good time or suspends recreation or visits for infractions or lack of active pro- 
gram participation. Disciplinary reports are only issued for those few serious 
infractions such as assaults, fighting, repeated non-attendance, and posses- 
sion of cigarettes, alcohol, or drugs. Receipt of a disciplinary report usually 
results in the inmate being moved out of the program and back into the gen- 
eral population for at least 30 days. 

D r u g-Te s t i n g 

While most people would concede that drugs are less available in prison than 
on the streets, few would argue that prisons or houses of correction are drug- 
free. Indeed, most of the staff and inmates interviewed acknowledged that 
drugs are probably available a t  times in the main part  of the house of correc- 
tion. but most said it was not an issue in the RSAT units. As one inmate put 
it,  “other inmates would tell; the risk isn’t worth it.” Only a handful of in- 
mates and a few staff conceded that they had ever seen or had heard rumors 
of substance abuse, specifically alcohol or marijuana. Indeed the conse- 
quences of being found in possession of alcohol or drugs or of a failed drug 
test would include receipt of a disciplinary report, movement to segregation 
for approximately ten days, and most likely, loss of visits for up to 30 days 
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after release from segregation. Inmates could be reassessed for a possible re- 
turn to the RSAT program after 30 days. 

During the evaluation period, random drug tests were gwen to some RSAT 
participants, mostly to those in the Prep Unit, every six weeks. Inmates who 
are suspected of drug use are also subjected to drug tests. About a third of 
the staff believed that the amount of drug testing taking place in the program 
was not enough. Of the 17 inmates asked, only six had been given drug tests 
while in the program, all of them while in the Prep Unit. Other staff said 
that more drug testing was unnecessary since substance abuse in the units 
was not a n  issue. The Captain pointed to several factors that  curbed drug 
abuse including peer pressure, a structured program, caring staff, and the 
imminent threat of losing good-time. Nevertheless, 

, 

RSAT Staffing 
I t  was clear from the interviews, but more so from observation, that  the hu- 
man services staff and the uniformed RSAT staff were respectful of each 
other and each other’s roles, were highly professional with each other and 
with inmates, and all understood the importance of both security and treat- 
ment within the RSAT unit. Most of the staff working in the RSAT units had 
a strong work ethic, many of them working above and beyond their job de- 
scriptions to  ensure that the program was operating smoothly. 

However, Barnstable staff, community members, and the research observer 
noted three staff-related areas that needed improvement. The first regards 
the need for increased communication. This deficiency should not be inter- 
preted as staff not wanting to  communicate with each other or with them 
having a difficult time when they did communicate. In  fact, there was a very 
good working relationship between the Director of Human Services, the As- 
sistant RSAT Program Director, and the Captain of the unit. Nevertheless, 
the problem was the lack of time for adequate communication. When the 
evaluation began, the captain’s office was located in the treatment trailer, 
but due to staffing issues, he moved his office into the Shock Unit. This re- 
sulted in even less communication than previously. Most of the staff inter- 
viewed either articulated the communication problem (‘we have no time to 
meet’) or the results of poor communication (‘sometimes we don’t have a 
chance to provide feedback until it is too late’). Several staff mentioned that 
they would like regular RSAT meetings t o  discuss overall program issues as 
well as  the status of inmate participants. 

-4 second related issue is one of consistent staff interaction with community 
members. Most of the participants in the focus groups lamented and some 
staff reiterated the inconsistency among officers in the unit. During the 
evaluation period there was a turnover in uniformed staff, thus consistency 
became more of an issue than usual. However, everyone understood its im- 
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portance and the superintendent summed it up when he said, “in corrections, 
it’s all about being consistent and being fair.” Inmates complained that on 
one shift, staff might allow certain kinds of behavior but that on the next 
shift, an inmate could get reprimanded for the same behavior. It was inter- 
esting that  the officers that inmates said they liked best were the ones that  
were perceived to be the strictest. However, these officers were viewed to  be 
consistent in their behavior. As one community member put  it, “they treat 
you with respect and they’re like that  every single day - no change - they 
leave what issues they have a t  the door.” Some staff complained that incon- 
sistent behavior among staff had a negative impact on the RSAT group be- 
cause it distracted inmates from meaningful discussion about their own be- 
havior and was frustrating to inmates. 

The third staff-related insufficiency was the need for more staff. Staff and 
inmates were asked what they would do t o  improve the overall RSAT pro- 
gram. In addition to adding the program activities already mentioned and 
the desire for better physical space, they suggested more consistent behavior 
among staff, more staff, and more training for staff. All three are inter- 
woven, in that consistency requires training, communication, and adequate 
staff to prevent fill-ins from working in the units on a regular basis. The su- 
perintendent was cognizant of the need for more treatment and uniformed 
staff. 
The captain oversees the operations of the RSAT program. He directly su- 
pervises approximately ten uniformed officers in the units. During all three 
shifts there are usually two officers on duty-ne in each unit. They are re- 
sponsible for supervising and monitoring inmates’ behavior and safety, en- 
suring that inmates move to the proper activities, and monitoring the secu- 
rity and egress for both housing units, the treatmentldining hall area, and 
the RSAT area in general. At any given time, these two officers, along with 
the captain and the human services staff, are responsible for the supervision 
of one-third of Barnstable’s inmate population in an  area that is less secure 
physically than the main prison building. 

In addition to  the uniformed officers, the captain oversees the activities of 
both human services and educational staff. The Director of Human Services 
supervises the treatment staff members in the RSAT program and prison- 
wide. She is assisted by an Assistant Program Director who oversees the 
treatment in the RSAT units, a Treatment Specialist who works full time in 
the RSAT units, and two full-time Treatment Specialists who facilitate one or 
two groups in RSAT but who work mostly in the main prison building, and 
the Reintegration Coordinator who works mostly with RSAT inmates. (These 
positions do not include the full-time Treatment Specialist position that was 
vacant at the end of the evaluation period.) An education specialist super- 
vises the four teachers who spend part of their day teaching RSAT partici- 
pants .  
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Staff training was brought up by many of the staff interviewed. RSAT staff 
thought that  they should do more cross-training with classification so that 
classification staff would understand the extent of the programming, its ex- 
pectations, and the underlying program philosophy. In turn RSAT staff 
would become more aware of the issues that  classification staff must take 
into account in their task of moving inmates through the prison. Several 
staff believed it was crucial that  officers understand the cognitive behavioral 
theory so that they will respond to inmates in the same way and hold the in- 
mates’ responsible for the same type of behavior. Indeed, some officers have 
been sent to training outside the facility for this purpose, alongside human ’ 

services staff. However, funding and time for training is somewhat limited 
making this type of training unfeasible for all of the officers and human 
services staff. The Directo-r of Human Services has suggested that  cross 
training might be useful. Similarly, there are plans underway for human 
services staff to become trained as  trainers in the LSI-Rs so that as  new staff 
come on, they can be trained in-house. Some officers were concerned that  not 
all of the officers working in the unit knew the marches and cadences nor the 
community standards and drills. This was’seen as  vital to maintain those 
standards, to demonstrate the importance of them, and “to build a sense of 
community by building an esprit de corps.” 
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The Barnstable RSAT Population 

.. 

During the past five years, housing and .classification issues a t  the 
Barnstable House of Correction have been dominated by overcrowding and by 
the results of a civil suit filed by inmates in response to  the overcrowding.4 
During May 1995 a Special Master was appointed to assist the court in de- 
vising both short- and long-term solutions to  the overcrowding issue. In a 
preliminary injunction, the court placed population caps on each housing unit 
in the prison. In addition, the sheriff was authorized to grant inmates up to 
a maximum of 12 days earned good time credit per month. (In most of the 
state, the maximum number of good time is 7% days.) The overall effect of 
this suit and the accompanying injunction was to ensure that  inmates moved 
quickly through the Barnstable House of Correction towards lower security, 
and if appropriate, into pre-release and/or an electronic monitoring program. 
According to the superintendent, the current flow of inmates into the RSAT 
program is regulated as much by overcrowding and the accompanying injunc- 
tion, as it is by the inmates’ need for substance abuse treatment. After all, 
inmates in the RSAT program earn 12 days of good time for every month they 
participate in  the program, thus lowering their overall length of stay. The 
superintendent is hoping that in the new prison being built, overcrowding 
will be less of a factor in placing an inmate in the RSAT program. 

Selection Criteria 
The classification staff at Barnstable confirmed that there are no written cri- 
teria used to determine eligibility for the RSAT program. Instead they clas- 
sify inmates t o  the program “on an individual basis, (examining) the nature 
of the individual, the nature of the offense, the length of sentence, and b o -  
tential) medical issues.” The latter refers to the inmate’s ability to partici- 
pate in the marching done during Drill and Ceremony and to  and from pro- 
gram areas. 

Subs tance  Abuse Histories 

LVhile inmates with substance abuse problems are strongly encouraged to  go 
into the RSAT program, classification staff does send a small number of in- 
mates without documented substance abuse histories to  the program because 
they have found that the inmates “can get something out of the program.” 
The!. believe as  does many of the treatment staff, tha t  the structured pro- 

-I Michael Tucker, et. al. v.  James M. Fredericks, Superintencent, Barnstable House of Cor- 
rection. et. al., Mass. Superior Court. No. 95-0680-B (1995). 
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gram, coupled with the cognitive behavioral approach helps inmates work on 
accountability and self-control issues. Almost all interviewees agreed (both 
staff and inmate participants) that  the majority of inmates in the RSAT pro- 
gram have serious substance abuse problems and that one would not find 
more than a handful of the 80 inmates in the program’s two units without a 
drug or alcohol problem. Most of the inmates who deny having a drug prob- 
lem are drug dealers. Some staff and inmates also questioned whether their 
denials of drug or alcohol abuse were true, believing instead that some in- 
mates just had not gotten to the point where they could admit t o  having a 
substance abuse problem. However, outside of these few, the remaining in- 
mate participants exhibit a wide range of substance abuse problems, from 
pre-alcoholic young men to  those who have repeatedly failed to the point 
where they have given up their families for,their drugs. The majority of par- 
ticipants have been through detox and prison and many are in  the late stages 
of alcoholism and drug abuse. 
Both HOC personnel (including uniformed, human services, and other staff) 
and inmate participants were split on the issue of allowing inmates without 
documented or admitted substance abuse problems into the units. About half 
believed that participation in the RSAT program should be restricted to those 
inmates with admitted or documented histories of substance abuse (as man- 
dated by the RSAT grant) and thought that inmates without drug or alcohol 
problems distract other inmates’ from seriously focusing on their substance- 
abusing behavior. Others believed that the program’s cognitive behavioral 
approach can help all inmates address their negative behavior, whether it be 
substance abuse, lack of self-control, or violent behavior. Some said that in- 
mates without drug or alcohol addictions could suffer from other types of ad- 
diction, including gambling, sex, and power. Many also believed that in- 
mates with substance abuse problems must learn how to live with and be 
among those without substance abuse problems as they seek treatment and 
maintain their sobriety. 

Eligibility Restr ic t ions 

When asked if any inmates were precluded from the RSAT program, admin- 
istrative and classification staff mentioned a number of factors that are con- 
sidered when determining inmate suitability for the RSAT program. Most . 

often, inmates are considered unsuitable if they have pending or open crimi- 
nal cases, if they have exhibited poor behavior in the prison (e.g. escape risk 
or assaultive), if they have protective custody issues or serious mental health 
problems, and if entry into the RSAT program would somehow violate their 
conditions of probation set by the court. 

However, the two factors that most often result in an inmate being rejected 
for the program are his length of sentence and type of crime. Inmates with 
sentences shorter than six months are less likely to be classified to the RSAT 
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units. However, as mentioned previously, classification staff has recently 
been utilizing the Prep Unit as a stepping stone straight to pre-release when 
an  inmate has a sentence that is shorter than six months. Inmates with long 
sentences (over a year) usually will have to wait until they are within six to 
nine months of completing their sentence before being moved to the RSAT 
program. However, some inmates with long sentences are classified to the 
RSAT unit with the intention of transferring them to other correctional facili- 
ties after RSAT graduation. 

When an  inmate is precluded from the RSAT program due to his crime, it is 
usually because it is a high-profile crime (with lots of local media attention) 
or a sex offense. Initially, inmates with sex offenses were not deemed appro- 
priate and were rarely classified t o  the RSAT program, however, within the 
past year, classification staff have examined sex offenders on a case-by-case 
basis, trying to assess the amenability and suitability of each person. The 
admission of sex offenders into the program has caused a stir among staff 
and inmate participants alike-the majority was adamant that sex offenders 
are inappropriate for the program. Both staff and inmates cited RSAT par- 
ticipants’ reluctance to open up during groups and to discuss personal issues 
in front of sex offenders. As one officer explained, “there is an inmate code of 
ethics that (says) ‘don’t socialize with people of that nature.”’ In  addition, 
both uniformed and human services staff doubted the efficacy of the RSAT 
program to address the complex issues of sex offenders. 

When asked if changes or additions should be made to eligibility criteria or 
requirements for the program, all of the inmate participants and most of the 
staff said that  there should be changes. When asked to specify those 
changes, a number of respondents suggested changes in the classification 
process rather than the actual criteria and those will be discussed below. 
Most inmates wanted to preclude sex offenders from the program and some 
wanted to  preclude those without substance abuse problems. Most of the 
staff suggestions were similar, but suggestions for exclusion also included 
those wlth mental health problems, inmates who, for whatever reason, will 
not be able to move off the unit after six months, and some sex offenders. 

Selection Process 
While overcrowding has increased inmate movements from higher to lower 
security, the introduction of a classification system to the Barnstable House 
of Correction during 1998 has helped manage and control that increased 
movement. Prior to the introduction of this system, a single administrator 
directed movement with little or no time for assessing appropriateness. Now, 
within 48 hours of commitment, classification staff completes a general in- 
take and the Simple Screening Inventory (SSI) that  assesses the existence of 
a drug and/or alcohol problem of the in-coming inmate. Soon after, they hold 
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an  initial classification hearing and from there, review inmates' progress in a 
classification board every 60 days until release. It is either during the initial 
classification hearing or a review that a decision is made by the classification 
staff to move the inmate to the RSAT Prep Unit. 

Of all the issues explored during this process evaluation, the most conten- 
tious was the process by which inmates moved into the RSAT units. Staff 
and inmate criticisms of this process can be delineated into three separate 
issues: the exclusion of RSAT staff in the decision-making. process; the coer- 
cion used to move inmates into the unit; and the lack of information and ex- 
planation about the program given to inmates prior to their entry. All inter- 
viewed staff agreed that classification staff do not solicit input from either 
human services staff nor uniformed RSAT staff when making decisions about 
initial entry into the RSAT program. They do solicit the*,input of the RSAT 
unit's captain when they are considering whether to allow someone who has 
previously failed in the program to return. RSAT staff (both uniformed and 
human services) thought that they should be included somewhere in the deci- 
sion-making process because they would preclude inmates in complete denial 
of any problems, inmates who lacked any motivation to change, and inmates 
who were opposed to treatment. They argued.that these inmates often fail, 
either by being terminated or dropping out, and that during their stay in the 
unit, they detract from and obstruct valuable treatment. Several staff la- 
mented the wasted time spent on inmates whom they knew would not make 
it through the program. It was mentioned that when the new house of cor- 
rection is finally built, there is a possibility of the institution going to a sys- 
tem of unit management. This would help address the classification com- 
plaints since a classification counselor would become part  of the team along 
with the officers, the captain, and the human services staff in the RSAT unit. 

Everyone interviewed agreed that classification staff uses coercive methods 
to  compel inmates to  move into the RSAT units. Many inmates who voice 
reluctance to  go into the RSAT units are told that they have a choice between 
RSAT and being transferred to  the Plymouth House of Correction. This 
threat is not as harsh as it sounds since overcrowding necessitates sending 25 
inmates per month to  Plymouth and those who do not go into the RSAT units 
are the only candidates for those transfers. The move to Plymouth is deemed 
less attractive because of its location off Cape Cod and thus, less convenient 
for family and lawyer visits. Some of the staff and the inmates interviewed 
were of the opinion that inmates must be motivated and must want to be in 
treatment for it to  be effective. Others believed it was beneficial to expose 
this captive audience to treatment while they could. This is further discussed 
in the final section. 

The final criticism of the classification process leading to RSAT is that  in- 
mates are not always fully informed about the RSAT program, the extent of 
the treatment programming, or the existing expectations and rules. Almost 
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all of the inmates interviewed in the focus groups had ths  complaint. Some 
believed that they were intentionally misled, others that classification staff 
did not understand that RSAT was a treatment program, and still others that  
the overcrowding resulted in classification merely moving bodies irregardless 
of the destination. A number of the RSAT staff commented on the fact that  
inmates coming into the program were often surprised at the rules, the mili- 
tary style of the program, and the mandatory attendance at substance abuse 
treatment programming. They said that  the lack of information sometimes 
results in inmates being terminated or dropping out from the program. 

Comparison of RSAT Population with General Population 
This section presents the results of a comparative analysis between the 
Barnstable House of Correction's RSAT population and the general prison 
population. As described in the Methodology section, two data sets were 
constructed for this analysis. The first consisted of all 261 RSAT inmates 
who entered the RSAT program between September 1, 1998 and September 
1, 1999. The second group consisted of all 127 inmates who were in the gen- 
eral prison population on January 27, 2OOO,5 excluding the RSAT inmates 
and female inmates. The two populations were compared along the following 
variables: 
0 

0 

sociodemographics (age, race, marital status, number of children); and 

current sentencing variables (type and severity of governing offense, sen- 
tence length). 

Hypothesis tests were used to measure the magnitude of differences between 
the RSAT and comparison groups on the sociodemographic and current sen- 
tencing variables. For the continuous variables, (age, number of children, of- 
fense severity rating, and sentence length,) analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
testing was used. Fur the categorical variables (race, marital status, and 
type of offense) chi-squared testing was used. 

For the purpose of this study, pc.01 was considered significant, and pC.05 
was considered marginally significant. Significant findings of less than .01 
are noted with two asterisks (**). Marginally significant differences are indi- 
cated using a single asterisk (*) t o  indicate a probability of less than .05. 

The comparative sociodemographic profile of RSAT and general population 
inmates is presented first. Both frequencies and measures of central ten- 
dency (e.g., mean) are included. 

Data for inmates in the general prison population on September 1, 1999 were not available 
a t  the time of this analysis. 
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Sociodemographic Characteristics 

Category 
Asian 
African American 
Cape Verdean 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 

Race and Ethnicity 

RSAT Population General Population 
YO (n) YO (n) 
1 (1) 0 (0) 

14 (36) 13 (16) 
7 '  (18) 2 (3) 

74 ( 194) 77 (99) 
3 (9) 2 (3) 

There was no substantial difference between the race and ethnicity of in- 
mates in the RSAT program and the general inmate population (Table 12). 
Caucasians made up over three-fourths of both samples and one-fourth is ra- 
cially and ethnically diverse. 

Native American 
Valid Cases 

Table 12: Race and Ethnicity 

. _  

1 (3) 6 (7) 
100 (261) 100 (128) 

I I 
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Age at Time of Commitment to the House of Correction 

The average age of RSAT inmates at coxqmitment to the HOC was 30 years 
compared to 35 years for those in the general population (Table 13). More of 
the RSAT participants were in the under-25 categories and more general 
population inmates were in the over 40 categories. The difference in age is 
most evident when examining the mode of both groups. 

Table 13: Age at Commitment to Barnstable House of Correction 

Cateeorv 
~ - 

Under 20 
20 to under 25 
25 to under 30 
30 to under 35 
35 to under 40 
40 to under 45 
45 and over 

~ 

Valid Cases 

Mean ** 
Median 
Mode 
Range 

Family Structure 

RSAT Population 
YO (U) 

11 (29) 
26 (69) 
15 (39) 
13 (35) 
18 (46) 
9 (22) 
8 (21) 

(26 1) 100 

30 
28 
19 

18 to 62 

- 
General Population 

O h  (U) 
6 

35 
35 
40 

17 to 71 

There were significant differences in the marital status of the RSAT and gen- 
eral population groups (Table 14 below). While both groups had similar per- 
centages of married inmates, more RSAT participants were single and more 
general population inmates were divorced or separated. This is probably a 
.reflection of the respective group's ages. Both samples had similar numbers 
of children-almost one-third of each-group had no children. 
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Table 14: Family Structure 

Marital Status * 

Married 
Divorcedheparated 

M A T  Population General Population 
YO (n) YO (n) 
11 . 30 22 2s 
17 44 16 20 

Single 
Valid Cases . . 

72 187 62 80 
100 100 (128) . (261) 

Mean 
Median 
Mode 
Range 

0 
1 
2 
3 or more 
Valid Cases 

. . -, .. .-.. -_ . ::.., i- 

37 (83) 32 (37) 
29. (65) 29 (34) 
19 (43) 22 (26) 
15 (3 6) 17 (20) 
100 (227) 100 (1  17) 

I 
12 
10 
0 

0 to 11 

Current Sentencing Data 

Type of  Offense 

. .  

. .  . .  . , .’. 
. .  

. . .  

1 
1 
0 

0 to 6 

There were no appreciable differences in the types of offenses committed by 
the RSAT and general populations (Table 15 below). Over one-third of the 
offenses for both populations were drug or alcohol related. Person offenses 
were mostly assault and battery charges with or without a weapon. General 
population inmates were slightly more likely to commit person offenses, 
whereas RSAT inmates were slightly more likely to commit either sex or 
property offenses. 
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Offense 
Alcohol offenses 

Person offenses 

Sex offenses 
Other offenses 
Valid Cases 

Drug offenses 

Property offenses 

An Offense Severity Rating (based on the severity ratings of the Massachu- 
setts Sentencing Commission, Report to the General Court, April 10, 1996) 
was used to rate the severity of offenses along-five categories: low; low mod- 
erate; moderate; high moderate; and high. In general, higher severity of- 
fenses are typically either violent person or sex offenses, and lower severity 
offenses are either property or other types of crimes (Chart 1). Drug offenses 
typically fall into the moderate to  high-moderate severity levels. When of- 
fenses were broken into these categories, there was little difference between 
the RSAT and general populations. 

M A T  Population General Population 
YO (n) YO (n) 
16 (42) 19 (25)  
17 (44) 16 (20) 
17 (43) 25 (32) 
28 (73) 23 (30) 
12 (30) 5 (6 )  
10 (25) 12 - (15) 

100 (257) 100 (128) 

50 - 
& 40 -- 

Q, 30-- 
a 
S 

0 

w 

1 
I 
I 

L z 20-- 

10 - 
0 
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Sentence Length 

Category 
Less than 1 year 
1 to 2 years 

, -. 

MAT Population 
YO (n) 
50 (129) 
40 (101) 

RSAT inmates were more apt to have shorter sentences than were those in 
general population (Table 16). A greater percentage of RSAT participants 
had sentences less than a year and a greater percentage of general popula- 
tion inmates had sentences over two years. Seventeen percent of those who 
went into the RSAT program during this evaluation period had sentences 
that were less than five months; another 19 percent had six-month sentences. 
This would make completion of the program impossible for the former and 
tight for the latter. 

Over 2 years 
Valid Cases 

Table 16: Sentencing 
, 

10 ( 2 6  20 (26) 
100 (256) 100 (1 27) 

General Population 
YO (n) 
43 (54) 
37 (47) 

Mean ** 
Median 
Mode 
Range 

1 
1 

-5 
1 to 7.5 

1 
1 

.5 
1 to 8 
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Program Completion and Termination 

There were a total of 313 entries into the RSAT units between September 1, 
1998 and September 1, 1999, according to program records. A number of en- 
tries (four) were excluded from further analysis because crucial information 
was missing for these cases. After these exclusions, 309 entries remained in 
the database for analysis. 

These 309 entries represent the 262 inmates who went into the RSAT pro- 
gram during the one-year period. The number of entries differs from the 
number of inmates because several inmates had more than one entry into the 
RSAT units. For example, if a n  inmate entered the RSAT program and was 
terminated after three weeks, he may be reclassified to the program again at 
a later time. Thus, he would have two entries in the movement-based data 
set, but would be counted once in the RSAT inmate-based data set. Of the 
262 inmates, 85 percent (222) went into the RSAT program once and 15 per- 
cent had more than one entry (26 went into the program twice, and five went 
into the program three times) during the one-year period. However, some of 
these inmates may have had duplicate entries into the program either prior 
to September 1, 1998 or after September 1, 1999. Interviews with staff and 
community members, observations, and familiarity with the movement data 
suggest that  more than the 15 percent of the inmates who go into the RSAT 
program have multiple entries. This phenomenon will be discussed later in 
further de tail. 

P r og ram Corn p I e t i on 
-4s mentioned previously, the RSAT program is designed so inmate partici- 
pants have six months of substance abuse treatment. Inmates spend four to  
eight weeks in the Prep Unit, then move into Shock where they must com- 
plete a 36-session rotation of the RSAT group (twelve weeks). From there, 
inmates either remain in the Shock Unit, move on to the Pre-Release Center, 
or are released from the institution. Those who remain in the Shock Unit can 
recycle through the RSAT group, those who go to the PRC can participate in 
a weekly’ RSAT group facilitated within the PRC, and those who are released 
to  the community can attend an  RSAT-run weekly group in the Community 
Corrections Center. All in all, it is set up so participants have the opportu- 
nity to attend six months of substance abuse treatment. 

IVhile program length is considered to be six months or more, graduation 
s ta tus  is bestowed on those inmates who complete the 36-session RSAT group 
cycle in the Shock Unit. Every three months, the RSAT staff holds a gradua- 
tion ceremony to recognize the achievements of those who made it through 
the RSAT cycle. Staff members conduct a big ceremony and during the inter- 

- *- *. * 
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views, both staff and community members acknowledged the importance of 
this ritual. One staff person explained its importance, “completion of any- 
thing is good for these guys. They haven’t had many completions or certifi- 
cates of achievement in their lives. The attention they get from their peers 
when they complete something is a great thing.” 

Of the 309 entries into the RSAT program during the one-year period of 
evaluation, 26 percent (8 1) resulted in graduation @S,4T Program Release 
Status Chart). Of the 262 individuals who entered the program during the 
one-year period, 31 percent graduated. 

RSAT P r o g r a m  R e l e a s e  S t a t u s  C h a r t  

D r o p p e d  Out .  
2% “ 

(n=5)  

“Total iY of 309 entr ies  includes onc entr! for which the RS.L\T program release status was unknown and therefore 
not included 

Program Termination and Withdrawal 
As can be seen in the Chart 2. RSAT Program Release Status, few of the pro- 
gram entries (2 percent) resulted in the inmate voluntarily withdrawing or 
droppiiig out of the program. Interviews with staff and community members 
revealed that the few who do withdraw do so mostly because they cannot deal 
with the military-format and program requirements. They cannot deal with 
the structured program and rules. the expectation of active participation, and 
the authoritative style of the officers in the unit. Even more rarely, an in- 
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mate drops out because he could not get along with others in the program, 
either due to age differences or the nature of his charges. 

Forty-one (41) percent of the entries resuIted in the inmate being terminated 
by program staff. According to both staff and community members, the ma- 
jority of terminations occur either when a community member breaks a major 
rule (fighting, smoking, drug use, refusal to attend programming) or more of- 
ten, from the build-up of more minor infractions or complacency in their pro- 
gram participation. Community members are considered complacent when 
they do only the minimum to stay in the program and are not actively par- 
ticipating in the programming or adhering to the program’s standards of be- 
havior. The captain of the RSAT unit keeps records of minor rules violations 
and incidents where community members were not adhering to the program’s 
standards of conduct. He also meets regularly with human services staff to 
solicit feedback on inmates’ degree of program participation in the groups. 
Only a few of the inmates in the focus group complained about program ter- 
minations. In fact, some mentioned that  those terminated lacked discipline, 
had poisonous or complacent attitudes, or sought attention. According to the 
RSAT staff, inmates are most often terminated when they are still in the 
Prep Unit although some Shock participants have been terminated due to 
major rules violations.6 One treatment specialist said that participants in 
Prep are most resistant to treatment because there are trust  issues and peer 
pressure that hinder an inmate’s opening up. “Instead they will say, ‘I don’t 
need this. I don’t want this,’ and even try to take a nap to distract you from 
putting the attention on them.” 

- .  
.i - I -. 

Program terminations are used as wake-up calls to community members to 
inform them that they have to actively participate and work harder while 
they are in the program. More often than not, terminated community mem- 
bers will re-enter the RSAT program after 30 days of being back inside the 
prison walls. Many of the staff attested to the fact that  terminated inmates 
often beg for re-entry into the program. Classification staff will consult with 
the captain of the RSAT unit prior to  allowing inmates to re-enter, however, 
most are given a second and sometimes a third chance. Some Shock Unit 
members who perform below standard, are moved back into the Prep Unit for 
a period of time (usually a month) as a wake-up call that  they must take their 
participation in the program more seriously. Some of the RSAT staff inter- 
viewed lamented the fact that  there was not enough staff to adequately moni- 
tor and regularly review inmates’ participation in the program. Instead, in- 
mates who are not doing well end up being terminated (or Shock members 
end up in Prep) as a way of handling inmate misbehavior and complacency. 

(> The researchers had planned to report exactly w h c h  of the two RSAT units inmates were 
in when they dropped out or were terminated. However, either the sources of this type of 
data collected it differently or the data was incomplete. 
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Comparison of Program Graduates and Program Failures 
An analysis was conducted comparing the sociodemographics and sentencing 
characteristics of those who were considered graduates of the program with 
those who were considered program failures-participants who had dropped 
out or were terminated. Outside of a slight trend that showed program 
graduates to be slightly older (mean=31 years old) compared t o  program fail- 
ures (mean= 28), there were no differences between the two groups as far as 
race, marital status, number of children, offense type, or sentence length. 
Most staff interviewed had not noticed any characteristics that  distinguished 
the program graduates from program failures. A couple of staff thought that 
program graduates might be slightly older and more educated.. As one staff 
person explained, non-completers are sometimes not only younger but are 
serving sentences for their first offense and are in substante abuse treatment 
for the first time. Thus, they often deny having a substance abuse problem 
and are resistant to treatment. Some uniformed staff noted that inmates 
who are committed to the program carry themselves differently than those 
who are resisting the program. 

, 

.:.. . . - .  . - .  

Ea rl y Term i nation 
The RSAT Program Release Status Chart apportions 29 percent of the pro- 
gram entries (91) into an early termination category. Inmates in this cate- 
gory were either moved to the PRC or released from the institution prior to 
graduation. RSAT staff did acknowledge that sometimes over-crowding 
emergencies led to inmates' removal from the program prior to graduation, as 
did the infrequent early parole or a court's decision t o  revise and revoke a 
sentence. However, what appears to be happening with increased frequency 
(as explained by classification and administrative staff) is that inmates are 
classified to  the Prep Unit with the intention of moving them t o  the PRC once 
they have spent a month or two in the Prep Unit. If for some reason their 
behavior does not warrant a move to PRC or they are not paroled while in 
Prep, they will be moved into the Shock Unit even though classification staff 
knows their sentence would preclude them from graduation. Classification 
staff explained that inmates whose sentences precluded them from full RSAT 
participation were still classified to the Prep Unit (and then sometimes to  
Shock) because it was viewed as a positive stepping stone to  the PRC. The 
possible ramifications of this policy will be discussed in the next section. 
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Dropped Terminated Released Graduated 
out by Staff Early 

Category 
Commitment date to 
RSAT entry date: 

Mean 7 25 12 23 
Median 7 7 3 7 .  
Range 1 to 14 1 to 497 0 to 265 0 to 274 
Valid Cases 4 97 80 70 

Length of Time in 
RSAT Program: 

Mean 31 37 64 163 
Median 40 27 66 156 
Range 0 to 51 1 to 204 6 to 141 58 to 330 
Vaiid Cases 5 122 85 80 

Length of Time in RSAT Program (categories) 

Total 
RSAT 

19 
5 

0 to 497* 
257 

79 
65 

0 to 330** 
292 

30 days or less 
31 to 60 days 
61 to 90 days 
91 to 120 days 
121 to 180 days 

YO n O/O n YO n % n YO n 
53 64 17 14 27 80 40 2 

60 3 26 32 31 26 1 1 21 62 
16 13 

6 7 - 3 - 7 

33 28 3 2 16 46 
18 16 11 9 11 32 
1 1 55 44 25 72 

I I I I I 1 
'The time frame calculated was from the commitment date to the first entry into the P rep  Unit. Second or third 
entries were excluded Includes the six inmates who were still in the program a t  the end of data  collection 
"The length of time in the RSAT program was calculated from the date  of entry into Prep  to the date  of release 
from either Prep or Shock to general population to PRC. or a release trom the insti tution on all entries where this 
information Has available 

Over 180 davs 
Valid Cases 

Program Timeframes 
Timeframes before, after, and during program treatment can be very infor- 
mative about how the program is actually ~ p e r a t i n g . ~  An examination of the 
timeframe between the inmate's prison commitment date to the time he first 

1 1 30 24 
100 5 100 122 100 85 100 80 100 292 

As noted in footnote #6, researchers were unable to determine the exact day that inmates 
went from the Prep Unit into the Shock Unit. Obviously, ths  precluded calculation of the 
times in each of thtse  units. Similarly, data was not available for moves into the PRC. 
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entered the Prep Unit showed that inmates are moved into Prep soon after 
they enter the prison (Table 17). Sixty-two percent of the inmates were 
moved into Prep withm one week of commitment; 88 percent were moved into 
Prep within a month. It was not uncommon for inmates to be moved into 
Prep either on the day of commitment or the day after. Table 11 indicates 
the average (mean) inmate first entered the Prep Unit 19 days after com- 
mitment, however, the middle of the range (median) was five days. The time- 
frames did not differ much among the RSAT program status categories-in- 
mates who were early releases from the RSAT program were moved slightly 

Program graduates clearly spent more time in the RSAT program (mean=163 
days), compared to those who dropped out (31 days), were terminated (37 
days), or released early (64 days). Fprty (40) percent of drop outs, 53 percent 
of terminations, and 17 percent of early releases left the program before their 
first month, which means that they were indeed in the Prep Unit at termina- 
tion. Eighty-five percent of the graduates spent over four months in the 
RSAT units, which is the equivalent of at least one month in Prep and the 36- 
session RSAT group cycle (three months) in Shock. The majority of program 
graduates (65 percent) were released from the prison on the same day they 
were released from the RSAT program. This means that they could not be 
involved in continued treatment at the PRC stage, but that they would be 
eligible for participation in the RSAT groups held weekly at the Community 
Corrections Center.8 Ultimately, 30 percent of the graduates participated in 
the RSAT program within Prep and Shock for six months. It is possible, that  
another 55 percent were able to  extend their RSAT participation from four 
months to  six months either by participating in the RSAT group in the PRC 
or a t  the Community Corrections Center upon release. At least 14 percent of 
the RSAT graduates spent less than the designated four months in the pro- 
gram. However, it is possible that some of these participants near gradua- 
tion may have gotten moved to  population for a violation, and when they re- 
turned, their prior time in the program was counted towards their eligibility 
for graduation. 

. more quickly into the Prep Unit. 

Release from Prison 
Finally, researchers examined if and how the inmates who had entered the 
RSAT program had been released from the prison. Table 18 below reveals 
that in 13 percent of the entries, inmates had been transferred to another 
prison, while one-fifth of the entries had been paroled. The greatest number 
of entries (38 percent), inmates had completed their entire sentence and had 

~- 

Information was not available on the number of RS4T group participants in either the PRC 
or the Community Corrections Center. 
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. . .  . 

.. . . ..^* 
, .  .. : 

..: . . -- 

Other 
Valid Cases 

been released into the community. Seventy percent of the inmates released 
from the RSAT program (including graduates non-graduates) were re- 
leased from prison on the same day. However, the wide range (0 to 239 days) 
resulted in  the mean being 18 days from RSAT release to prison release. 

2 ( 6 )  
100 309* 

1 Table 18: Prison Release Status 

Release from M A T  Program to Prison Release 
Mean 
Median 
Range 
N 

Category Yo (n) 
Still incarcerated 26 

18 
0 

0 to 239 
227** 

Transferred to another prison 
Released by authority of the court 
Paroled 
End of sentence 

BOTEC Analysis Corporation 

_- F.a* - . 

56 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S.
Department of Justice.



Principles of Effective Substance Abuse Treatment Pro- 
grams: Conclusions and Recommendations 

In the Review of Relevant Research  section, Table 1 highlighted the key 
principles of effective substance abuse treatment for offenders. Based on 
staff interviews, participant focus groups, and weeks of observation, the 
BOTEC researcher has rated the RSAT program in.the Barnstable House of 
Correction using those same principles. As can be seen by Table 19 below, I 

the Barnstable RSAT program has successfully incorporated 13 of the 18 
components and has partially achieved the remaining five. 

t 

, 
Areas of Full Compliance 
Both the sheriff and the superintendent have been very supportive of the 
RSAT program and have increased its program resources over the past year 
and a half (#18). In  his interview, the superintendent was cognizant of the 
needs of the program (e.g. adding more staff and more programming) and 
stated his continued support for program improvement. Along the same line, 
staff has developed measures (the LSI-R and the ASUS) to monitor whether 
the program is achieving its goals and they have been open to  the process of 
this research in the hope that it will ultimately serve to improve the RSAT 
program (#17). Finally, recidivism reduction is certainly a main focus of the 
Barnstable RSAT program (#11). 

Human services staff certainly assess new participants' substance abuse 
problems and their prior treatment history, in addition to their risk levels 
through their use of the LSI-R and ASUS protocol (#3). Although inmates 
with serious mental health issues are not allowed to participate in the RSAT 
program a t  Barnstable, staff is aware of and tries to address the needs of 
those participants with less serious mental health problems (#13). The pro- 
gram does include substance abuse counseling in a group setting in which 
staff use cognitive behavioral therapy and social skills training (# 4 and 9). 
While programming does address some of the other needs of the participants 
besides substance abuse (education, stress reduction), staff is aware that ad- 
ditional voluntary programming in more varied areas would be beneficial to 
participants, and plans for new programs were in the works toward the end 
of the evaluation (#5). 

The Barnstable RSAT program clearly meets the criterion of being isolated 
from general population given its location outside of the main prison (#lo). 
The military-style format of the RSAT units incorporates higher standards of 
behavior than are found in the general prison population (#14). Inmates in 
the Prep Unit must learn the rules of the units before moving to the Shock 
Unit. Inmates also clearly understand the ramifications of disobeying rules 
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and becoming complacent in their program participation (#E). Finally. the 
12% days of good time offered for active participation in the program contin- 
ues to be a big incentive for inmates to remain and complete treatment (#16). 

Areas of Partial Compliance 

Drug-Testing 

The Barnstable RSAT program is only partially compliant in the area of drug 
testing (#6). The research-based principles all highlight the importance of 
random and regular drug testing to  ensure that program participants do not 
use. Prep Unit participants are given random drug tests, as are those par- 
ticipants who are suspected of drug use. While most staff and community 
members agree that drugs are not present in the unit, a few have acknowl- 
edged hearing rumors after the fact (staff) or witnessing drug use (commu- 
nity members) at one time or another. Although this is clearly not a major 
problem, having drugs in an  in-prison substance abuse treatment program 
tempts inmates who are not using, causes tension between inmates who use 
and those who are trying to resist temptation, and undermines the serious- 
ness and effectiveness of treatment groups. Since the end of the evaluation 
period, the availability of equipment has made drug testing more frequent 
and regular. Now, staff who oversee the electronic bracelet program come 
into the RSAT units on a monthly basis and randomly test inmates in both 
the Shock and Prep Units. While this is certainly an  improvement, more fre- 
quent testing would still be preferable. 

. .  
c.:, ... , . :. 
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woven in the principle that care should be taken when targeting the inmate 
population for treatment services. In the best-case scenario, newly commit- 
ted inmates would have realized that their substance abuse was indeed a 
problem and seek treatment, while classification staff would deem them eli- 
gible and suitable and class& them into the program. In the worst-case sce- 
nario, inmates either do not have a substance abuse problem or are in com- 
plete denial of it and their need for treatment, yet seek entrance into the pro- 
gram to earn the good-time while classification staff, under pressure from 
overcrowding, move the inmate into the program to give him a try. 

At Barnstable, intended incentives include good time for active participation 
in the RSAT program and promises of moves. to the PRC or the electronic 
monitoring program. Inmates receive six days of good time in Prep, three 
more once they begin Shock,*,and can earn three additional days for doing ex- 
tra tasks in the unit. Inmates are also told that, due to  overcrowding, they 
will face being transferred to Plymouth Correctional Institution if they do not 
agree to go into the RSAT program. Unintended incentives include living 
outside the main building in tents where one is often out in the fresh air and 
having access to some of the most talented and caring house of correction 
staff 

As mentioned in The Review of Relevant Research section, there are 
many incentives for entering a residential substance abuse treatment pro- 
gram in prison. There are the circumstances that pressure inmates to go into 
and to not go into treatment, motivation to get help, readiness for treatment, 
and a number of intended and unintended prison incentives. It was clear 
during the evaluation period that  the incentives given to  inmates at 
Barnstable were sufficient to  entice them into the program, though not all 
staff thought that  inmates should earn that much good time for their partici- 
pation in the program. However, the issue of motivation itself is less clear 
and thus worth examining in more depth. The question is how much motiva- 
tion is needed on the part  of the inmate to warrant entry into the program? 
As has been mentioned, some researchers (e.g. Peters, 1993) maintain that it 
is necessary for inmates to  be cognizant of a substance abuse problem and 
motivated to  change and to participate in treatment, while others (NIDA, 
1999) believe that criminal justice sanctions themselves are often enough of a 
motivation for participation in treatment and that treatment need not be 
voluntary. Indeed, several RSAT staff and community members commented 
that inmates might initially be resistant to  substance abuse treatment, but 
that once in the RSAT program, they begin listening and often have a change 
in attitude, becoming more amenable to treatment (#12). Thus, taking only 
those who volunteer might result in missed opportunities for treatment en- 
gagement. It appears that a balanced approach to motivation in general 
must be taken. That is, while coercion may be used to push an  inmate into 
treatment, care must be taken not to include those inmates whose presence 
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in the RSAT program is disruptive to either the treatment process or the pro- 
cess by which staff get inmates to buy into treatment. 

Classification staff must take this complicated issue of motivation into ac- 
count when making decisions about who should be moved into the RSAT pro- 
gram (#2). In  addition, they have to contend with the other issues mentioned 
previously in the section on The Barnstable RSAT Population. These in- 
clude the desire by human services staff to be involved in the decision- 
making process and the lack of information that inmates have about the pro- 
gram. Even if it is decided that  coercion is an  appropriate incentive for 
treatment, inmates should be given complete information about the RSAT 
program before they agree to enter it. It was evident during interviews with 
staff and inmates that many of the inmates who came into the Prep Unit did 
not understand what was expected of them and thus were unready to begin 
the program in a positive way. The number of terminations within the first 
two weeks of participation is a n  indication that inmates were not adequately 
prepared. RSAT staff suggested that they could improve their outreach t o  
inmates at the beginning of their incarceration by offering weekly informa- 
tion sessions about the unit, possibly with veteran participants explaining 
what it is like in the program and answering questions. Finally, many of the 
inmates had only been incarcerated for a week before being moved to Prep. 
During the first week of incarceration, inmates are often overwhelmed by the 
reality of incarceration, especially if it is their first. To add t o  the difficulty, 
inmates are often still detoxing from their alcohol and drug use, making 
them even less amenable to begin treatment so quickly upon entry, thus 
making human services staffs proposal to  be involved in assessing for treat- 
ment more creditable. 

h. I ”  

-. 
.ri - _I 

RSAT Staffing 

-4nother principle was that treatment and custodial staff should be cognizant 
of the needs of both security and of treatment to ensure a coordinated ap- 
proach involving both types of staff (#l). Althclugh the Barnstable RSAT pro- 
gram was only rated as partially compliant in this area, there is much to 
praise the staff about on this issue. As mentioned previously, it was clear 
that the human services staff and the uniformed RSAT staff had a strong 
work ethic, were respectful of each other and each other’s roles, were highly 
professional with each other and with inmates, and all understand the im- 
portance of both security and treatment within the RSAT unit. Unlike the 
experience of other substance abuse programs (Rocheleau and Forcier, 1988) 
there were few power struggles, personal conflicts were handled in a profes- 
sional manner, and there was no evidence of uniformed staff attempting to 
intentionally undermine treatment. 

-4s mentioned, there were three areas where the program was deficient in 
this principle. The first regards the need for increased communication and 
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the second, dependent on the first, regards the need for more consistent>- in 
dealing with inmates. The third-the need for more staffing-directly affects 
the first two deficiencies, as  does the need for training. 

While there are just enough human services and uniformed staff to run the 
program competently (to conduct the programming and to maintain security), 
there is not enough to run it well. More staff would ease the pace, allow for 
increased communication among officers and between human services staff 
and officers, and most importantly, would allow staff more time to monitor 
and address inmates' participation issues. As mentioned previously, not ad- 
dressing issues as they occur results in an  inmate being terminated from the 
program, which in turn results in program disruption. Also; when a human 
services staff person leaves or is promoted to another position, a gap in 
staffing occurs requiring the remaining staff to take on more responsibilities 
or to  decrease programming. Since this is a regular occurrence (throughout 
the entire research period human services was.down at least one staff person 
on three different occasions), it would be beneficial to have a n  extra staff per- 
son so that even when RSAT is short a staff person, the program can be run 
smoothly without burning out the remaining staff. In addition, the added 
staff person could help monitor inmate participation, allow one more group to 
be added to Shock and Prep so that  groups can be smaller and more manage- 
able, and add the voluntary programming that is needed. 

A final note of good news and caution is in order. Many of the staff and in- 
mates interviewed praised several staff members for their dedication, organ- 
izational skills, hard work, and empathy in their positions. However, of all 
the staff still in the RS-4T units, the RSAT Captain and the Assistant Direc- 
tor of Programs were consistently mentioned and observed to be key person- 
nel in the program. In addition, the HOC administration and the researcher 
recognized the valuable contributions that the Director of Human Services 
has made to structuring, shaping, monitoring, and continually improving the 
RSAT program. While prison administrators should be happy about having 
such dedicated and talented staff, administrators should somehow attempt to 
institutionalize the strengths and ideas they bring to the program so that 
when these staff leave or are promoted, the program will not suffer a drastic 
decline in quality. 

Re integration 

The reintegration component of the RS-AT program demonstrated significant 
gains since the first RS.L\T grant. Barnstable went from sharing one regional 
reintegration coordinator to  having its own, resulting in an institutionalized 
structure of reintegration programming. During the evaluation period, the 
reintegration coordinator was relatively new, but already was recruiting and 
inviting in outside speakers, was developing curriculum for the reintegration 
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group, and had many good ideas. Simultaneously, she had begun the process 
of meeting individually with inmates prior to  release, conducting a second 
LSI-R, developing an  ISP, and making contacts with residential treatment 
units and other treatment agencies to ensure that  inmates could continue in 
their substance abuse treatment upon release. Clearly, this could be a two- 
person job, depending on the extent of the individual help that one could give 
the community members. 

Without diminishing in the least the importance of a reintegration coordina- 
tor within the prison, it is clear that a stronger link needs to be developed be- 
tween the prison and the community (#8). To their credit, the Barnstable 
RSAT staff maintains communication with both parole and probation officers 
in their area. Ideally, the ISPs drawn up in the prison before release would 
be forwarded to the parole or probation officer (if there were one) for adoption 
as part of their conditions of parole or probation. But such an  initiative re- 
quires a good amount of communication, openness to share information and 
control, and a good working relationship. Massachusetts has made a good 
start  with the creation of the Office of Community Corrections and its re- 
gional centers. However, only those inmates who are on probation or parole, 
or who are in a n  electronic monitoring program are supervised in any coordi- 
nated way upon release, clearly not even half of the releases. Ideally, in- 
mates leaving a residential substance abuse program should have in front of 
him or her a one-year plan that includes a residential program (if needed), 
continued treatment, attendance in self-help groups, regular substance abuse 
monitoring, and attention to  their other need areas such as education, health, 
and family. It is clear that Massachusetts and other states are at a juncture 
in their prison substance abuse treatment programs and must decide 
whether the present course is satisfactory, or whether these prison programs 
should be allowed to take their natural course-back into the street. 

Recommendations for the Future 
-1s a result of this study, evaluation staff recommend that  the Barnstable 
County RSAT Program administrators consider implementing 16 action 
items. that  could serve to  improve the overall operation of the program. The 
following recommendations address the five areas where the RSAT program 
was not in full compliance with the principles of effective substance abuse 
treatment programs for offenders. 

1. -4dd one more human services staff person full time in the RSAT program 
as well as another day officer. 

2 .  Continue training staff in cognitive behavioral therapy outside the facility 
but begin an  introductory training in-house for new officers in the unit 
and officers who regularly rotate into the unit as fill-ins. Others who 
would also benefit from this include classification staff, educational staff, 
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3. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 
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10 

and outside volunteers so that all HOC personnel who come into contact 
with RSAT participants are relating to them in the same exact manner. 

Train all RSAT officers as drill instructors and about the standards of be- 
havior tha t  are expected of inmate participants. 

Train all human services staff in the use of the LSI-Rs. 
Decide on the types of meetings that are needed to facilitate better com- 
munication and smoother program operations. All RSAT staff members 
should be involved in some type of meeting at some point (even if semi- 
annually) to help build a greater sense of teamwork especially among the 
uniformed staff with all other staff. Regular meetings should separate re- 
view of participant status from regular staff meeting issues about daily 
operations. 

Voluntary programming should be increased if possible (using new staff or 
better use of current staff) with an  eye toward programs on parenting, 
relationships, life skills, anger management, domestic violence (when ap- 
propriate), and relapse prevention. 

If possible, the number of groups in both Shock and Prep should be in- 
creased by one to make the groups smaller and thus, more manageable. 

Since the Prep Unit is being used as a feeder unit for not only the Shock 
Unit but for the PRC and general release, then it should be acknowledged 
as such. There should be written classification criteria as to the eligibility 
and suitability of inmates for this unit, possibly one set for those going to 
the PRC and another set for those destined to go into Shock. It should 
also be a minimum of two months for those who will go on to the Shock 
Unit. 

Inmates should not be moved into the Prep Unit until at least a week af- 
ter commitment. 

Human services staff and classification staff need to work out a way to 
better inform inmates about the RSAT program prior to their entry into it. 

' 

11. There should be written classification eligibility criteria for inmates 
moving into the Shock Unit. By the end of Prep, inmates should be moti- 
vated to work on their issues and to be willing to actively participate in 
the counseling groups. They should also have four more months to serve. 
Inmates with shorter sentences should not go into the Shock Unit at all. 

12. RSAT staff should help make the determinations about who is appropriate 
for RSAT participation and who is not. This can either be done before in- 
mates come into Prep or after inmates have been in Prep for up to one 
month. There are pros and cons t o  each time frame and there should be 
serious discussion among human services, the RSAT captain, and classifi- 
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cation staff about the most efficient yet most beneficial time to make this 
determination. 

13.Human services staff and uniformed staff should work together to  devise a 
plan to try to reduce the number of terminations from the program (aside 
from those already mentioned) to help increase stability in the program 
and successful graduates. 

14.The three-month cycle of the RSAT group in the Shock Unit should be 
lengthened to four months (or an  advanced group should be created) and 
graduation should be conferred on those inmates who have completed six 
months in the Prep and Shock Units. 

--%*"- % I  
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15. If resources are available, more regularly scheduled random drug testing 
should be conducted in both the Prep and Shock Units. The RSAT pro- 
gram should be given its own budget for drug testing that they can man- 
age to be meeting their needs. 

16. The Barnstable Sheriffs Office should begin planning a long-term strat- 
egy that  will try to build a bridge from the prison back into the commu- 
nity for inmates who have completed treatment. Ideally, this would in- 
clude a residential substance abuse treatment house, and better coordina- 
tion with probation, parole, and the community corrections center. 

, -  : . .  
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As in nearly all evaluation research, it often takes more words to  describe 
and explain the deficiencies of a program and the rationale for needed 
changes than it does to highlight the positive aspects of the program. Unfor- 
tunately, such was the case in this summary where two pages highhght the 
thirteen areas in which the RSA4T program excelled, and seven pages describe 
the five areas where more work is needed. With the continued support of the 
sheriff and the superintendent, coupled with the new house of correction that 
is being built, the changes that need to be made are pragmatic and could be 
accomplished easily by the skilled and dedicated staff working with and in 
the RSAT program. However, the RSAT groups in Shock and the program 
philosophy and theory upon which the RSAT program rests are strong- 
making the Barnstable RSAT program a model for other in-prison substance 
abuse treatment programs. 
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Management Information System Implementation: Installation, 
Training and Support 
To help RSAT staff keep track of their program participants and assess- 

' ments, BOTEC Analysis Corporation developed a n  RSAT MIS that included 
the LSI-Rs, the ASUS, the ISPs, and program entry and exit data. Upon 
completion of database programming, BOTEC staff installed the RSAT MIS 
at the Barnstable House of Correction. The MIS was tested on site to ensure 
that it was fully operational. Upon completion of installation and testing, 
BOTEC staff conducted a training session with all potential users. This ses- 
sion covered, but was not limited to, the following areas: 

0 

- -  

Opening the MIS and overview of both data entry and reporting ca- 
pabilities 

Creation and modification of client files 

Review of all data entry forms, the types of data to be entered, 
movement within and between the forms, editing previously en- 
tered data 

Reviewing of reporting mechanisms, potential uses of both client- 
based and aggregate program data 

Discussion of ethical use of MIS data and maintenance of confiden- 
t iali ty 

MIS troubleshooting and accessing technical support 

Upon completion of the initial training, program staff utilized the MIS for a 
trial period. At the end of the trial period, BOTEC technical staff ascertained 
that there was no need for any additional training based upon feedback from 
program staff. Moreover, BOTEC technical staff was available throughout 
the study period to provide technical support on a n  "as-needed" basis by 
phone and e-mail. Throughout the study, data was periodically downloaded 
from the system and validated. 

The following pages show the data entry screens and some reporting mecha- 
nisms created for the RSAT MIS. 
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