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Abstract 

Legislation passed in Sep tember  1982 increased  t h e  penal t ies  fo r  opera t ing  
under t h e  influence of alcohol  (OUI) and was  fol lowed by a d r a m a t i c  change  in t h e  
processing of  drunk driving offenses. This  r epor t  examines  w h a t  i s  current ly  
available and proposed in t e r m s  of  programs and  fac i l i t ies  fo r  individuals convic ted  
of  OUI and  p resen t s  suggest ions concerning t h e  f u r t h e r  development  of programs. 
T h e  informat ion  was  co l l ec t ed  in a se r i e s  of semi-s t ruc tured  interviews wi th  
r ep resen ta t ives  f r o m  agenc ies  and ins t i tu t ions  providing programs and/or  custody 
fo r  t h e  OUI population. 

A f i r s t  o f f ende r  is usually placed on probation f o r  t w o  y e a r s  with a specia l  
condit ion t h a t  t h e  person a t t e n d  a Driver Alcohol Education Program. A second 
o f fende r  has  t h e  option of a minimum seven day jail s e n t e n c e  o r  a t t end ing  a 
f o u r t e e n  day residential  t r e a t m e n t  program followed by probation supervision for  
two years. A third o r  subsequent  o f fende r  rece ives  a mandatory  minimum s ix ty  
day  jail sentence .  

County  co r rec t iona l  off icials  repor ted  t h a t  t h e  OUI o f fende r  is general ly a 
chronic  alcohol  abuser  wi th  a non-criminal history. They s t r e s sed  t h e  impor tance  
of developing t r e a t m e n t  programs a i m e d  a t  re-entry in to  t h e  community.  Most 
count ies  o f fe red  l imi ted  programming fo r  t h e  OUI offender .  Many programs 
focused on AA. Severa l  coun t i e s  did r epor t  specia l  programs t h a t  w e r e  available. 
Program development  was cons t ra ined by length  of sentences ,  lack  of resources,  
and overcrowding. County of f ic ia ls  supported t h e  development  of regional  
fac i l i t ies  f o r  t h e  cus tody a n d  t r e a t m e n t  of t h e  OUI offender.  



Introduction 

In 1982 t he  Massachusetts General  Court  passed legislation (M.G.L. Chapter 

373) which increased t h e  cer ta inty  of punishment and s t i f fened t he  penalties fo r  

t he  o f fense  of "operating a motor vehicle while under the  influence of intoxicating 

liquors" (OUI). The new law, e f fec t ive  September 1, 1982, increased t he  fines 

imposed fo r  drunk driving, established mandatory license suspension, and included 

provisions for  minimum te rms  of imprisonment, especially for repea t  offenders. 

The penalties for  driving while intoxicated correspond roughly t o  t he  number 

of prior convictions for  t h a t  offense. Along with a minimum f ine  of $100 and loss 

of license fo r  a year, f i rs t  offenders a r e  subject  t o  a period of probation 

supervision o r  a maximum of two years imprisonment. Second offenders a r e  

assessed a f ine  of $300, lose their  license for two years, and can  be incarcerated 

for a minimum of seven days if they do not  choose t o  par t ic ipate  in a 14-day 

residential alcohol t rea tment  program. Multiple offenders o r  individuals assigned 

t o  an  alcohol program two o r  more t imes in t h e  preceding six years a r e  fined a 

minimum of $500, lose their  license for f ive  years, and must serve a term of 

imprisonment of at l eas t  60 days but not  more than two years. In addition t o  t he  

more str ingent penal t ies for  drunk driving, t he  new law incorporates provisions for 

alcohol education and t reatment .  Attention t o  alcohol programming is reflected 

particularly in the  sentencing guidelines for f i rs t  and second offenders. 

Two independent repor ts  have indicated t ha t  t h e  new law has resulted in 

substantial changes in t he  processing of OUI cases. The Off ice  of Probation 

reported t ha t  guilty findings fo r  OUI offenses increased 245 percent  from 1981 t o  



t h e  spring of 1983 (Brown, Argeriou a n d  McCar ty ,  1984). T h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of 

Cor rec t ion  found t h a t  c o m m i t m e n t s  t o  coun ty  f ac i l i t e s  f o r  ope ra t ing  under t h e  

inf luence  increased  by 173 p e r c e n t  during t h e  f i r s t  s i x t e e n  months  a f t e r  t h e  

e n a c t m e n t  of t h e  new l aw (Williams, 1984). T h e s e  t w o  s tud ie s  sugges t  t h a t  t h e  OUI 

populat ion has  had a t r emendous  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  c r imina l  just ice s y s t e m  within a 

shor t  period of t ime.  

Given t h e  changes  brought  a b o u t  by t h e  passage  of  C h a p t e r  373, a ques t ion  

a r i s e s  as t o  whe the r  ex is t ing  fac i l i t ies  a n d  p rograms  c a n  adequa te ly  a c c o m m o d a t e  

t h e  influx of th is  new o f fende r  population. This  r e p o r t  examines  t h e  p rog rams  and  

t r e a t m e n t  which now e x i s t  and  a r e  proposed f o r  t h e  sen tenced  OUI population. 

Pa r t i cu l a r  emphas is  is  p laced  on  t h e  r ange  of s e rv i ces  a n d  p rograms  avai lab le  t o  

t h e  mul t ip le  OUI o f f ende r  and  t h e  kinds of problems encoun te red  in mee t ing  t h e  

needs  of t h e  r e p e a t  o f f ende r  population. 

C h a p t e r  373 of t h e  A c t s  o f  1982 t a r g e t s  f i r s t  of fenders ,  s econd  o f f ende r s  a n d  

mul t ip le  o f f ende r s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of  pena l t i e s  a n d  t r e a t m e n t  in o r d e r  t o  d e t e r  

fu r the r  drinking and  driving. C o u r t  dispositions f o r  t h e  ca l enda r  y e a r  1984 ind ica t e  

t h a t  while  t h e  ma jo r i ty  of o f f ende r s  (63 pe rcen t )  processed under C h a p t e r  373 w e r e  

requi red  t o  a t t e n d  Dr iver  Alcohol  Educat ion  classes,  a s igni f icant  number  w e r e  

p laced  in a res ident ia l  alcohol  t r e a t m e n t  program and/or  i n c a r c e r a t e d  (see  Table  

1). This  r e p o r t  focuses  primari ly o n  t h e  programs es tabl i shed  and  envisioned f o r  

t h e  l a t t e r  groups, t h e  r e p e a t  0ffenders . l  

l ~ h e  survey  of p rog rams  and  f ac i l i t i e s  w a s  conduc ted  in August  1984 under  
t h e  supervision of Linda Ho l t  a n d  La r ry  Williams, DOC R e s e a r c h  Unit. P a t r i c i a  
Tobin revised and  e d i t e d  t h e  f inal  d r a f t  of th is  report .  



Table 1 

Court Dispositions of OUI Cases Heard 
between January and December, 1984 

DISPOSITIONS 

Not  Guil ty 

Driver's Alcohol Education (24-D) 

Residential  Alcohol T r e a t m e n t  

Residential  T rea tmen t1  Jail* 

Incarcera t ion  

O t h e r  (ProbationIFines)  

CASES PERCENT 

1,741 ( 5) 

2 1,594 ( 63) 

4,22 1 ( 12) 

534 ( 2) 

1,208 ( 4) 

4,902 ( 14) 

Total 34,200 (100) 

Note: T h e  ca tegor ie s  of dispositions a r e  mutually exclusive. Cont inuances  a r e  
no t  included in this  table. 

* A spl i t  s e n t e n c e  involving a jail t e r m  and  a 14-day hospital  t r ea tmen t .  

Source: Memorandum from Linda Druker, Manager of Research,  O f f i c e  of 
Probation,  February  27, 1985. 



Methodology 

The findings in this report  were  based on a ser ies  of semi-structured 

interviews with administrators and s taff  of agencies and programs charged with 

responsibility for sentenced OUI offenders. Appendix I contains a list of t h e  names 

and affiliations of contributors t o  this research. 

The disposition and management of OUI offenders was examined in four 

major a reas  of programming currently available o r  proposed for individuals 

convicted of driving under t h e  influence. The four program areas  include: existing 

correctional facil i t ies which accep t  OUI offenders; proposed specialized regional 

correctional facilities; residential t reatment ;  and alcohol education programs. 

With t h e  exception of t h e  alcohol education classes, these  a r ea s  of programming 

a r e  sentence conditions imposed on repeat  OUI offenders. The  sampled programs 

resulted in a to ta l  of nineteen interviews from the  following agencies and 

administrators: 

1) A representative from each  of t h e  13 county correctional 
facil i t ies as well as a spokesperson from the  Massachusetts 
Correctional Institution (MCI) at Framingham. 

2) Administrators from t h e  Department of Correction involved in 
t h e  proposed special regional facil i t ies for OUI offenders. 

3) Representatives of t h e  Residential Trea tment  Program at Rutland 
Heights operated by the  Depar tment  of Public Health. 

4) Administrators of t h e  Division of Alcoholism which sponsors t h e  
Driver Alcohol Education Program. 

A separa te  interview schedule was prepared for each  of t he  program a r ea s  in order 

t o  address issues relevant t o  t h e  particular facility. Appendix I1 presents a 

composite version of t h e  four interview schedules. Each interview was conducted 

in person by a research intern and lasted approximately an  hour. 



Findings 

Figure  1 presen t s  a summary  of t h e  s e n t e n c e  condit ions es tab l i shed  by 

C h a p t e r  373 f o r  t h e  o f f e n s e  of opera t ing  under  t h e  influence. 

Figure 1 

The Conditions of Sentence by 
OUI Offense History 

Sentence Conditions 

Minimum F i n e  

Revocat ion  of License  

Reduced License  
Revocat ion  

Minimum t e r m  of 
Incarcera t ion  

First 

1 Year  

30 Days if 
a t t end ing  
DAEP* 

none 

Second 

2 Year s  

1 Yea r  if 
spec ia l  
hearing 

7 Days  o r  
14 Days  in 
Res ident ia l  
T r e a t m e n t  

Third or 
Subsequent 

5 Year s  

2 Yea r s  if 
spec ia l  
hearing 

60 Days 

*DAEP: Dr iver  Alcohol  Educat ion  P rogram 

What fol lows is  a review of t h e  fou r  a r e a s  of  programming f o r  drunk dr ivers  -- 
alcohol  educa t ion  a n d  counseling, res ident ia l  t r e a t m e n t ,  incarcera t ion ,  a n d  regional  

con f inemen t  c e n t e r s  -- and a descr ip t ion  of  t h e  expe r i ences  of coun ty  co r rec t iona l  

au tho r i t i e s  dea l ing  wi th  OUI of fenders .  I t  should b e  no ted  t h a t  s o m e  changes  may 

have  occu r red  in spec i f i c  de t a i l s  of t h e  programs s ince  th i s  s tudy was  completed.  



F~t-Offendcr Program: Alcohol Education 

Individuals convic ted  of opera t ing  under t h e  inf luence  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  c a n  

b e  inca rce ra t ed  up  to 2 years,  bu t  i t  is  n o t  usual f o r  a judge t o  s e n t e n c e  t h e m  t o  

jail. General ly t h e  o f fende r  rece ives  a t e r m  of supervised probation a n d  mus t  

pa r t i c ipa te  in  t h e  Driver  Alcohol Educat ion  P rogram (DAEP). These  educat ional  

programs a r e  run by  t h e  Division of Alcoholism in t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of Public 

Health. T h e r e  a r e  29  such programs throughout  t h e  state. Pa r t i c ipan t s  a r e  

charged a fee of  $280 t o  c o v e r  t h e  basic c o s t s  of diagnosis a n d  instruct ion.  

According t o  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of Public Heal th  t h e  Dr iver  Alcohol Education 

Program served approximate ly  25,258 c l i en t s  be tween  Ju ly  1, 1983 a n d  J u n e  30, 

1984. DAEP cons is ts  of  four  principal components: ( I )  t w o  o r  t h r e e  ini t ial  

diagnostic  interviews;  (2) e igh t  weeks  of  alcohol ins t ruc t ion  and  counseling; (3) 

f ina l  evaluat ion  a n d  disposition; and  (4) follow-up case management .  

DAEP par t ic ipants  r ece ive  ins t ruc t ions  on  alcohol  use  and  abuse,  are m a d e  

a w a r e  of t h e  dangers  of drinking and  driving, and  a r e  encouraged t o  assess and 

change  the i r  drinking behavior. T h e  DAEP a lso  sc reens  c l ients ,  assesses the i r  

alcohol  problems, and  r ecommends  t r e a t m e n t .  T h e  evaluat ions  are shared  with 

clients. Sixty p e r c e n t  of t h e  c l i en t s  in t h e  Driver  Alcohol Educat ion  P rogram a r e  

r e fe r red  t o  addit ional  t r e a t m e n t  programs. T h e r e  a r e  e igh ty  t r e a t m e n t  programs 

throughout t h e  s t a t e  which provide a va r i e ty  of counseling se rv ices  t o  alcohol 

abusers. T h e  c o u r t  is  informed of t h e  assessment,  a n d  a progress r epor t  i s  s e n t  t o  

t h e  c o u r t  shor t ly  a f t e r  comple t ion  of  t h e  program. A f t e r  a c l i en t  comple te s  t h e  

d iagnost ic /educat ional  component ,  a f t e r c a r e  management  i s  provided to all c l i en t s  

f o r  t h e  dura t ion  o f  t h e  probation period. T h e  goals  of a f t e r c a r e  management  a r e  

t o  link t h e  c l i e n t  t o  t r e a t m e n t  services,  t o  m o t i v a t e  t h e  c l i e n t  t o  r ema in  in care, 

and t o  moni tor  t h e  cl ient 's  progress  f o r  probation purposes. 



second-~ffender Prmarn: Residential Alcohol Treatment 

Under C h a p t e r  373, judges may  p lace  second o f fende r s  on probation ins tead  

of t h e  minimum 7-day jail s e n t e n c e  provided t h a t  a condit ion of probation b e  

conf inemen t  f o r  no  less  than  f o u r t e e n  consecut ive  days  in a res ident ia l  t r e a t m e n t  

program. T h e r e  i s  one  such program cur ren t ly  opera t ing  at Rutland Heights  

Hospital. Another  60-bed uni t  r ecen t ly  opened at Lakevil le  Hospital  in January  

1985, and t w o  more  f ac i l i t i e s  a r e  d u e  t o  open in March 1985 at Middlesex County 

Hospital  and  Tewksbury Hospital,  e a c h  wi th  60  beds. These  programs a r e  a imed  at 

addressing t h e  alcohol-related problems of second-t ime offenders.  T h e  Rutland 

Program opened on Oc tobe r  1982 wi th  a capac i ty  of 8 8  beds  and  expanded t o  131 

beds in February  1984. Pa r t i c ipan t s  pay a f e e  of $480 t o  c o v e r  t h e  expense  of 

t r e a t m e n t  at Rutland. 

Initially, f e w  offenders  w e r e  a t t end ing  t h e  Rutland he igh t s  program. C o u r t s  

w e r e  giving t h e  second offenders  t h e  option of seven days  in jail o r  fou r t een  days  

at Rutland. Of fender s  w e r e  opting f o r  jail s ince  t h e  sen tence  was  shor t e r  and  

t h e r e  was  no  f e e  of $480. During t h e  s u m m e r  of 1983 a n  in tens ive  or ienta t ion  

regarding t h e  res ident ia l  t r e a t m e n t  program was  given t o  judges, prosecutors,  

probation off icials ,  and parole  officials.  A f t e r  t h i s  or ienta t ion ,  many c o u r t s  

s t a r t e d  giving longer jail s en tences  making t h e  Rut land Heights  program m o r e  

a t t r ac t ive .  T h e  consequence  w a s  a six-month wait ing l i s t  of abou t  1,700 fo r  t h e  

residential  t r e a t m e n t  program. 

Approximately 2,416 c l i en t s  were  a d m i t t e d  t o  t h e  program at Rutland 

Heights  be tween  July  1, 1983 and J u n e  30, 1984. T h e  Rut land program is s imilar  t o  

a minimum secur i ty  institution. A t  eve ry  meet ing  t h e r e  i s  a head c o u n t  and c l i en t s  

may  l e a v e  t h e  building only with a pass  o r  a s t a f f  member.  When c l i en t s  a r e  

a d m i t t e d  t o  t h e  program, they  a r e  given a schedule  t o  b e  followed f o r  t h e  two- 

week period. T h e  schedule  cons is t s  of r ec rea t ion  and  a se r i e s  of alcohol  



rehabilitation l ec tu res  on such topics  as OUI laws, alcohol  r e l a t e d  diseases, 

Alcoholics Anonymous, and s t r e s s  management .  T h e  c l i en t s  e a c h  h a v e  a counselor  

who assesses the i r  alcohol  problem and develops a n  a f t e r c a r e  program. A t  t h e  end  

of t h e  fou r t een  days, t h e  counselor  sends  a l e t t e r  t o  t h e  c o u r t  which eva lua te s  t h e  

cl ient 's  progress in t h e  program. Upon comple t ion  of t h e  program at Rutland 

Heights  t h e  c l i en t  a t t e n d s  a n  a f t e r c a r e  t r e a t m e n t  program. T h e  length  of s t a y  in 

a f t e r c a r e  t r e a t m e n t  depends  upon t h e  d e g r e e  and  n a t u r e  of t h e  client 's alcohol  

problem. 

Mult iple Of fender  Program: T h e  County Correctional S y s t e m  

Under t h e  new legislation, a third o r  subsequent  o f fende r  mus t  spend a 

minimum of  s ix ty  days  in jail. While i t  is possible for  individuals convic ted  of  OUI 

f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  t o  s e r v e  a jail s en tence ,  i t  i s  m o r e  likely t h a t  t h e  OUI offender  

sentenced t o  a t e r m  of imprisonment i s  a r e p e a t  of fender  who may a l ready have  

been through a Driver Alcohol Education Program. Because  t h e  sen tences  fo r  OUI 

offenses  c a r r y  a maximum length of t w o  years,  t h e  sen tences  a r e  mos t  o f t e n  

served in coun ty  houses of correc t ion .  

This sec t ion  will examine  t h e  percept ions  of county  au thor i t i e s  regarding t h e  

unique cha rac te r i s t i c s  of t h e  OUI population cu r ren t ly  en te r ing  t h e  county  

co r rec t iona l  sys t em and t h e  r ange  of programs avai lable  t o  OUI offenders  while 

serving t i m e  in county  houses of correct ion.  Following this, t h e  r epor t  will 

highlight m a n a g e m e n t  issues and recommendat ions  m a d e  by coun ty  personnel f o r  

program development  t o  m e e t  t h e  special  needs  of t h e  OUI population. 

T h e  OUI Of fender  in Coun ty  Facilities. In 1983 OUI offenders  represented  

abou t  25 p e r c e n t  of a l l  admissions t o  coun ty  houses of co r rec t ion  (Williams, 1984). 



This proport ion var ied  d ramat i ca l ly  among  t h e  various counties. In Suffolk County  

only 7 percen t  of t h e  c o m m i t m e n t s  w e r e  f o r  OUI; while in Middlesex, Essex a n d  

Hampshire count ies  c o m m i t m e n t s  f o r  OUI accoun ted  f o r  30, 3 3  and  35 percent ,  

respectively,  of a l l  c o m m i t m e n t s  (see Tab le  2). Thus, as t h e  s t a t i s t i c s  suggest  t h e  

impac t  of t h e  OUI offender  on t h e  county  fac i l i ty  var ied  considerably. 

T a b l e  2 

C o m m i t m e n t s  to County Correct id  Fac i l i t i e s  
in 1983 by Offense T y p e  

County 

Middlesex 
Essex 
Hampshire 
Worcester  
Norfolk 
Plymouth  
Barns t ab le  
Bristol 
Berkshire 
Hampden 
Franklin 
Dukes 
Suf folk 

Operating Under Other Offenses 
T h e  Influence 

Number  Percent Number P e r c e n t  

T o t a l  2372 (25) 7245 (75) 

Source: Williams, County C o m m i t m e n t s  f o r  Driving Under the Influence of 
Alcohol, 1984. 

T h e  coun ty  houses of co r rec t ion  handle  a lmos t  exclusively a ma le  population. 

Only Franklin County  and  Berkshire County  cu r ren t ly  h a v e  a n y  fac i l i t ies  f o r  f e m a l e  

offenders.  Most f e m a l e  of fenders  s e r v e  the i r  s en tences  a t  t h e  women's state 

prison, a t  MCI-Framingham. In 1983 t e n  p e r c e n t  (N=68) of t h e  c o m m i t m e n t s  at 

MCI-Framingham w e r e  f o r  OUI, a n  increase  f rom t w o  pe rcen t  in 1980. Like o t h e r  

o f fense  ca tegor ies ,  only a very  smal l  proport ion of t h e  OUI population is female.  



County  off icials  general ly ag reed  t h a t  t h e  new drunk driving legislat ion has  

had  t h e  m o s t  not iceable  impac t  o n  t h e  house of co r rec t ion  i n m a t e  population 

r a t h e r  than  t h e  coun ty  jail awai t ing  t r i a l  population. Driving under t h e  influence 

was  a n  o f f e n s e  f o r  which individuals w e r e  o f t e n  released o n  a pre-trial basis 

(Brown, Argeriou and  McCarty,  1984). 

Many of t h e  coun ty  co r rec t iona l  of f ic ia ls  in terv iewed mentioned d i f ferences  

they  observed between t h e  inca rce ra t ed  OUI o f fende r  and  t h e  typical  county  

inmate.  However, t hese  percept ions  w e r e  n o t  unanimous among  t h e  county  

authori t ies;  s o m e  respondents s a w  m o r e  s imi lar i t ies  than  d i f f e rences  be tween  t h e  

t w o  types  of inmates.  T h e  distinguishing f a c t o r s  s t ressed  were: ( I )  d i f ferences  in 

background a n d  social  cha rac te r i s t i c s  of t h e  t w o  types  of inmates ;  (2) t h e  non- 

cr iminal  n a t u r e  of t h e  OUI offender;  and (3) and t h e  seriousness of alcohol  abuse  

among OUI offenders. 

T h e r e  w a s  genera l  a g r e e m e n t  among  t h e  coun ty  co r rec t iona l  author i t ies  t h a t  

t h e  drunk driving of fenders  who wen t  through the i r  fac i l i t ies  were  r e p e a t  OUI 

offenders  with ser ious  alcohol  abuse  problems. F e w  could b e  cha rac te r i zed  as 

"social drinkers" exhibit ing behaviors easi ly d e t e r r e d  by t h e  t h r e a t  of 

imprisonment. Alcohol problems, reportedly,  were  s o  ser ious  f o r  s o m e  t h a t  t he i r  

sobr ie ty  l a s t ed  only as long as t h e  period of incarcerat ion.  Chron ic  alcohol  abuse  

problems m a d e  detoxi f ica t ion  a c r i t i ca l  issue in managing t h e  OUI offender  

population. County  correc t ional  personnel r epor t ed  using t h e  medica l  units  of the i r  

fac i l i t ies  f o r  t h e  purposes of detoxif icat ion and  monitoring of hea l th  problems 

associa ted  with alcohol  abuse. 

Coun ty  correc t ional  of f ic ia ls  identif ied a number  o f  f a c t o r s  which they  f e l t  

distinguished OUI o f f e n d e r s  f r o m  o t h e r  county  inmates.  They indica ted  t h a t  OUI 



offenders  tended t o  b e  b e t t e r  educated,  have more  s teady employment records, be  

more  sett led,  and b e  older than typical county commitments. There  is some 

empirical  evidence t o  support  these  observations. A 1983 study by t h e  Department 

of  Correct ion (Williams, 1984) found tha t ,  in con t ras t  t o  t h e  general  county 

population, t h e  OUI population was older, more educated,  and more  likely t o  be 

married. Generally, i t  was concluded t h a t  t h e  OUI population presented less of a 

security problem than t h e  r e s t  of t h e  county correct ional  population. 

The county interviews a lso  revealed t h a t  t h e r e  was a lack of consensus on 

whether or not  t h e  OUI population could be  considered "non-criminal" or d i f ferent  

f rom t h e  typical  property offender or "career" criminal found in t h e  county 

correctional system. Those who argued t h a t  OUI of fenders were  atypical  

maintained that: ( I )  thei r  criminal history was usually l imited t o  t r a f f i c  o r  

alcohol-related offenses; (2) most were  experiencing their  f i r s t  incarceration; and 

(3) t h e  offense itself s t emmed from a n  alcohol problem b e t t e r  handled through 

t rea tment  than incarceration. County officials  also fe l t  t h a t  because of age  

differences and l imited prison experience, most OUI offenders would undergo 

unusual difficulties adjusting t o  t h e  youthful inmate  cul ture  found in many county 

facilities. 

In sp i t e  of ce r ta in  classif ication c r i t e r i a  re la ted t o  age,  education and prior 

incarceration which d i c t a t e  conf inement  in minimum security,  some county 

authorit ies expressed t h e  opinion t h a t  OUI offenders w e r e  much l ike o ther  county 

commitments.  I t  is no t  unusual for  county offenders t o  b e  charged with multiple 

offenses including driving under t h e  influence, but commi t ted  for just one  of t h e  

crimes. Because of  plea bargaining t h e  commit t ing offense  may n o t  always b e  t h e  

most serious offense.  For example a n  individual may b e  charged with operating 



under t h e  influence a n d  opera t ing  a f t e r  revocat ion  of a l icense  bu t  b e  c o m m i t t e d  

on  t h e  revocat ion  charge.  Similarly, a n  individual cha rged  with motor  vehicle t h e f t  

and  opera t ing  under t h e  inf luence  could, o n  t h e  basis of p l ea  bargaining, b e  

sen tenced  only f o r  t h e  OUI offense.  T o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  t h e s e  sentencing ou tcomes  

a r e  widespread, t h e  OUI population in t h e  coun ty  co r rec t iona l  sys t em may  n o t  b e  

as dis t inc t  as s o m e  believe. 

Existing: Programs in County Facilities. Represen ta t ives  f rom e a c h  of t h e  1 3  

county  co r rec t iona l  sys t e m s  and MCI-Framingham provided informat ion  on  

programs avai lable  in t h e  fac i l i t ies  f o r  t h e  OUI offender.  Most coun t i e s  o f f e r  

alcohol-related programs t o  t h e  gene ra l  o f fende r  populat ion t h a t  a r e  a lso  avai lable  

t o  OUI offenders.  S o m e  coun ty  co r rec t iona l  f ac i l i t i e s  have  developed specia l ized  

t r e a t m e n t  programs and  seg rega ted  housing t a r g e t e d  specif ical ly f o r  t h e  OUI 

population. F igure  2 summar izes  t h e  types  of programming repor tedly  avai lable  t o  

OUI of f ende r s  in e a c h  of t h e  county's co r rec t iona l  faci l i t ies .  

T h e  mos t  common program avai lable  t o  t h e  OUI o f f e n d e r  was  Alcoholics 

Anonymous (AA). This  program usually m e t  t w o  o r  t h r e e  t i m e s  a week in t h e  

inst i tut ion and was  open t o  a l l  i nma tes  in a facility. AA was genera l ly  run by 

persons f r o m  t h e  communi ty  a n d  depended upon voluntary  a t t e n d a n c e  by inmates.  

Alcoholics Anonymous was  avai lable  t o  coun ty  inmates  in a l l  count ies  e x c e p t  

Suffolk. I t  should b e  no ted  t h a t  Suffolk county  o f f i c i a l s  r epor t ed  n o  alcohol 

programming, whatever ,  e i t h e r  f o r  t h e  OUI population o r  t h e  genera l  i n m a t e  

population. Moreover, t h r e e  coun t i e s  -- Franklin,  Hampshire  a n d  Norfolk -- 
of fe red  no  specia l  alcohol  programs o t h e r  than  AA. Toge the r  t h e s e  four  count ies  

rece ived approximate ly  14 p e r c e n t  of t h e  OUI c o m m i t m e n t s  in 1983, al though t h e  



proportions in t h e  county correctional populations which were  OUI offenders 

ranged f rom a low of seven percent  in Suffolk to a high of 30 percent  in Hampshire 

(refer to Table 2). 

Some counties a r e  ab le  t o  provide special  alcohol abuse counseling t o  OUI 

offenders. In Plymouth County, a volunteer social  worker who is a former  

alcoholic is available one evening and one  day f o r  special  alcohol counseling. In 

Worcester County all OUI offenders a r e  assigned t o  a n  alcohol c a s e  worker who 

Figure 2 

Existing Programs Available to OUI Offenders 

Other Community- 
Correctional Alcohol Alcohol Re-Entry Minimum Based 
System AA Counseling Programs Program Security Programs 

Barnstable X X 

Berkshire X X 

Bristol X X 

Dukes X 

Essex X X 

Franklin X 

Hampden X X 

Hampshire X 

Middlesex X 

Norfolk X 

Plymouth X X 

Suf folk 

Worcester X X 

MCI-Framingham X X 



d e a l s  wi th  t h e m  o n  a one-to-one basis  s e t t i ng  up a n  individualized alcohol 

t r e a t m e n t  program. O t h e r  count ies  provide specia l  subs tance  abuse  educat ional  

serv ices  t o  OUI offenders. Bristol  County  co r rec t iona l  faci l i t ies ,  f o r  example,  

o f f e r  a course  o n  t h e  d isease  of alcoholism which cove r s  t h e  physical a n d  men ta l  

e f f e c t s  of  alcoholism. T h e  course,  which i s  run by a t e a c h e r  t r a ined  in alcohol 

abuse, m e e t s  o n c e  a week f o r  t h r e e  weeks. 

MCI-Framingham has a number  of alcohol  a n d  subs tance  abuse  programs 

avai lable  f o r  OUI as well as o t h e r  offenders. Al-Anon is a support  group f o r  

individuals who have  been a f f e c t e d  by  t h e  alcoholism of a fami ly  member  o r  

ano the r  c lose  a s soc ia t e  and m e e t s  weekly within t h e  institution. SPAN, Inc. is  a 

subs tance  abuse  program f o r  individuals with drug o r  alcohol  problems. This  is  a 

program f o r  individuals within 12 months  of r e l ease  and  provides weekly counseling 

programs in group and  individual sessions. Finally, Sobr ie ty  P rogram f o r  t h e  

Rehabi l i ta t ion  of Inmates  with New Goals  (SPRING) provides daily group o r  

individual counseling f o r  inmates  wi th  d rug  o r  alcohol  problems. 

Most coun ty  of f ic ia ls  s t r e s sed  t h e  impor tance  of  involving OUI offenders  in a 

var ie ty  of "re-entry" programs during the i r  incarcerat ion.  Re-entry programs 

a t t e m p t  t o  link t h e  o f fende r  to communi ty  serv ices  s o  t h a t  program part icipat ion 

c a n  con t inue  a f t e r  r e l ease  f r o m  prison. Re-entry programs general ly t r y  t o  

connec t  o f fende r s  with a va r i e ty  of education,  employment ,  a n d  alcohol  abuse 

serv ices  in  t h e  community.  Bristol  County  has  a re-entry p ro jec t  avai lable  t o  a l l  

of fenders  within t h r e e  months  of  release. This  is  a t h r e e  session program in which 

employment,  education,  a n d  social  needs  a r e  discussed. While Plymouth County  

does  n o t  have  a re-entry program per  se, i t  does  t r y  to p lace  OUI o f fende r s  o n  work 

ass ignments  outs ide  t h e  confines of t h e  ins t i tu t ion  to pe r fo rm f a r m  work o r  

communi ty  service,  such as paint ing o r  maintenance ,  under t h e  supervision of 



a cor rec t ion  off icer .  These  programs a r e  avai lable  t o  a l l  of fenders  wi th  a c e r t a i n  

"classification" s t a t u s  - - shor t - te rm sentence ,  f i r s t  incarcera t ion ,  e d u c a t e d  o r  

skilled; presently,  OUI offenders  comprise  approximate ly  50 pe rcen t  of t h e  

Communi ty  Se rv ice  and  F a r m  crews. 

Many of t h e  coun ty  correc t ional  sys t ems  t r y  to es tabl i sh  relat ionships wi th  

programs opera t ing  in t h e  community.  In s o m e  cases par t ic ipa t ion  c a n  begin while 

t h e  of fender  is in t h e  ins t i tu t ion  and  con t inue  a f t e r  t h e  o f fende r  i s  released. In 

part icular ,  Hampden and  Berkshire Count ies  have  developed a c t i v e  relationships 

wi th  community-based alcohol  programs t h a t  supplement  programs run by t h e  

ins t i tu t ions  a n d  provide follow-through in t h e  community.  S o m e  county  of f ic ia ls  

indicated t h a t  t i e s  wi th  community-based serv ices  w e r e  d i f f icul t  t o  es tabl i sh  

because  communi ty  programs a n d  hal fway houses w e r e  r e luc tan t  t o  a c c e p t  

r e fe r ra l s  f rom correc t ional  faci l i t ies .  

Most co r rec t iona l  of f ic ia ls  ag reed  t h a t  minimum secur i ty  se t t ings  w e r e  

appropr ia te  f o r  t h e  major i ty  of OUI offenders. However, many of t h e  county  

fac i l i t ies  only have  higher secur i ty  a r e a s  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  a r e  n o t  a b l e  t o  move OUI 

offenders  t o  lower securi ty.  Those  count ies  t h a t  d o  have  lower secur i ty  housing 

a r e a s  use t h e m  extens ive ly  f o r  t h e  OUI population. 

F o r  example ,  Worces ter  County  h a s  a minimum secur i ty  sec t ion  where  85 t o  

90 pe rcen t  of  t h e  OUI offenders  a r e  placed. Hampden County  has  a minimum 

secur i ty  sec t ion  in  which OUI offenders ,  with a s e n t e n c e  of m o r e  than  7 days  will 

b e  placed if t h e y  pa r t i c ipa te  in a n  alcohol  abuse  program of fe red  there.  This  

program o f f e r s  four  meet ings  of AA and  a n  alcohol  educa t ion  c l a s s  weekly, and  

individual counseling as necessary. T h e  inmates  placed in th is  s ec t ion  a r e  el igible 

t o  pa r t i c ipa te  in communi ty  work release. Inmates  who choose  n o t  t o  pa r t i c ipa te  

in t h e  program remain  in gene ra l  population, and  case workers  r ecommend  t h a t  

t h e y  be  denied  parole, furlough, a n d  work release.  



In Essex County, OUI offenders with a n  expec ted  s tay  of at l eas t  14 days a r e  

placed in t h e  Correctional Alternative C e n t e r  in Lawrence. This is a minimum 

security facil i ty t h a t  offers  a n  extensive alcohol abuse program including Voluntary 

Alcohol Aler t  and Drug Abuse meetings every morning and  t h r e e  evenings a week. 

There  is  also a re-entry component t o  t h e  program where offenders a r e  referred t o  

local services for  post-release programming. 

Most county officials  do  no t  believe t h a t  OUI offenders present a security 

problem. Most have provisions fo r  returning t h e  OUI offender t o  general  

population in a secure  a r e a  if t h e r e  a r e  disciplinary problems. Middlesex County 

specifically mentioned th is  provision fo r  managing OUI offenders with disciplinary 

problems. Plymouth County, on  t h e  other  hand, excludes OUI offenders from t h e  

home furlough program because authorit ies t h e r e  believe t h a t  these  offenders a r e  

high escape  risks and prone t o  repea t  (drinking) offenses. 

While m o s t  county officials  agreed t h a t  lower security was t h e  most 

appropriate placement for  t h e  OUI population, space const ra ints  and policies 

regarding new arrivals and those  with shor t  sentences  o f t e n  result  in t h e  placement 

of OUI offenders in very secure  environments. For  example, in Suffolk County all  

offenders a r e  placed in a new man section fo r  t h e  f irst  30 days  where they a r e  

locked up fo r  23 hours a day. The result  of this policy in Suffolk institutions is  t h a t  

most OUI offenders spend their  en t i re  incarceration in very secure  environments. 

Issues in Management of the OUI Population. Many of t h e  county officials 

interviewed spoke about  problems t h e  correct ional  faci l i t ies  encountered when 

dealing with t h e  OUI population. Most of these  management problems s temmed 

from t h e  sen tence  conditions and special  needs of t h e  OUI offender. 



Perhaps  t h e  mos t  commonly  ment ioned problem was  s e n t e n c e  length. Many 

of t h e  OUI offenders  have  shor t  s en tences  of seven days,  a n d  many have  sen tences  

t h a t  a r e  only t o  be served o n  weekends. In 1983, 1,304 (55 percent )  of t h e  OUI 

offenders  c o m m i t t e d  to coun ty  correc t ional  fac i l i t ies  had  s e n t e n c e s  of l e s s  than 

one  month, 965 (41 pe rcen t )  had sen tences  of 7 days  o r  less, and  ano the r  t h r e e  

p e r c e n t  (73 offenders)  w e r e  f ined  bu t  might  have  served t i m e  in jail if unable t o  

pay t h e  f ines  (Williams, 1984). County  of f ic ia ls  f ind i t  d i f f icul t  to develop 

e f f e c t i v e  programs f o r  shor t  stays. Weekend sen tences  pose  t h e  addit ional  problem 

of occurr ing  when t r e a t m e n t  s t a f f  a r e  off duty. Booking, classif icat ion,  and 

or ienta t ion  may  t a k e  severa l  days  t o  seve ra l  weeks  t o  comple te ;  consequently, i t  is  

n o t  unusual f o r  OUI o f fende r s  t o  have  served the i r  s e n t e n c e  be fo re  a t r e a t m e n t  

plan c a n  b e  developed o r  they  b e c o m e  el igible f o r  gene ra l  programming. "Re- 

entry" programming becomes  c r i t i ca l  f o r  th i s  shor t - te rm population. 

O n  a weekend s e n t e n c e  of fenders  s e r v e  the i r  period of impr isonment  ove r  t h e  

cour se  of severa l  weekends. Originally th is  t y p e  of sentencing was  intended t o  

benef i t  both  o f fende r s  and  correc t ional  personnel. Weekend sentencing was  

supposed t o  he lp  correc t ional  s t a f f  dea l  with crowded ins t i tu t ions  and, at t h e  s a m e  

t ime ,  al low offenders  t o  mainta in  the i r  employment.  However,  correc t ional  

off icials  found weekend sen tences  caused a number of management  problems. I t  

increased  t h e  paperwork associa ted  wi th  admissions a n d  r e l eases  a t  a t i m e  when 

co r rec t iona l  s t a f f  was  a l ready reduced. Contraband b e c a m e  a problem because  

o t h e r  inmates  would ask weekenders  t o  smuggle  prohibited goods in to  t h e  

inst i tut ion f o r  them.  While weekenders  might  n o t  ac tua l ly  de l iver  t h e  goods, 

access t o  cont raband c r e a t e d  problems of supervision a n d  control.  Finally, t h e  

need f o r  de toxi f ica t ion  increased because  weekenders  wi th  ser ious  alcohol  



problems would relapse into their  former  habits when on leave. Frequent 

detoxification taxed t he  resources of correctional facilities. 

Several correctional authorit ies mentioned t he  lack of adequate  resources a s  

a n  obstacle t o  t h e  development of improved correctional programming for the  OUI 

population. Many institutions a r e  old, overcrowded, under cour t  order t o  

depopulate, and lacking resources for programs fo r  even  t h e  general  offender 

population. One problem correctional facil i t ies face,  for example, is determining 

t h e  ex t en t  t o  which OUI offenders a r e  addicted t o  alcohol and t h e  degree t o  which 

they require supervision. Generally, neither adequate  funds nor s taff  a r e  available 

t o  assess t h e  offender's alcohol abuse problem. Under these  conditions t h e  

correctional experience becomes purely punitive offering l i t t l e  in t h e  way of 

rehabilitation for  t he  OUI offender. 

Recommendations for Program Development. There  was l i t t l e  consensus 

about t he  most e f fec t ive  type of t r e a tmen t  for  t he  OUI offender. Some f e l t  tha t  

small  group or individual professional counseling was t h e  best  type  of programming, 

while others  f e l t  t h a t  self-help groups like AA were t h e  most useful in dealing with 

these  offenders. 

Some counties mentioned t he  need for more medically oriented services 

including increased availability of detoxification cen te rs  and t he  possibility of 

using hospitals ra ther  than houses of correction f o r  t h e  purposes of t rea tment  of 

t h e  OUI offender. Others  mentioned t h e  need for increased awareness regarding 

t he  issues of problem drinking. This could be done by more community education 

programs so  t ha t  individuals could recognize alcohol problems in themselves o r  

others before  i t  resulted in an OUI commitment.  



Most of t h e  county correctional authorit ies supported t h e  establishment of 

special regional facil i t ies t o  house and provide supervision for  repea t  OUI 

offenders. However, some administrators from r e m o t e  count ies  (Berkshire and 

Dukes, f o r  example) expressed concern about  t h e  ability of regional cen te r s  t o  

accomplish community reintegration of OUI offenders where  distance and 

separation f rom family could impede e f fec t ive  transit ion t o  t h e  community. 

Those t h a t  a rgue  in favor of regional correctional facil i t ies f o r  drunk drivers 

suggested t h a t  t h e  OUI problem was really a s t a t e  problem ra ther  than a county 

problem. I t  is  no t  unusual for  drunk drivers t o  be  a r res ted  in counties t h a t  a r e  

contiguous t o  thei r  residence. This is  t h e  c a s e  in Norfolk county where i t  is  

common for  Suffolk County residents to be  a r res ted  for  driving under t h e  

influence. Since Suffolk County does  no t  receive a n  equal s h a r e  of OUI offenders, 

t h e  custody of OUI offenders  c r e a t e s  a n  undue burden on Norfolk's correctional 

resources. Regional faci l i t ies  would enable  county correctional sys tems t o  e a s e  

overcrowding by accept ing one segment  of  their  population and freeing up needed 

space for  t h e  remainder of t h e  county offender population. 

Specialized Regional Facilities for OUI Offenders 

As a response t o  overcrowding and t r e a t m e n t  issues re la ted t o  t h e  OUI 

offender population, t h e  Governor's Anti  Cr ime  Council plans t o  establish t h r e e  

regional c e n t e r s  t o  house OUI offenders. T h e  centers ,  located in western 

Massachusetts, southeastern Massachusetts and metropoli tan Boston, would contain 

about 125 beds each  and b e  administered by t h e  Massachusetts Depar tment  of 

Correction.. A t  present, one of t h e  facil i t ies is  scheduled t o  open in t h e  

Metropolitan Boston area in t h e  spring of 1985. 



I t  is  an t i c ipa ted  t h a t  OUI of fender s  a d m i t t e d  t o  t h e  Regional  C e n t e r s  would 

b e  th i rd  o r  subsequent  offenders. These  i n m a t e s  would b e  c o m m i t t e d  t o  a county 

house of correc t ion  as i s  cu r ren t ly  t h e  p r a c t i c e  a n d  t h e n  b e  t r ans fe r red  t o  a 

Regional  C e n t e r ,  Transfers  would b e  m a d e  by t h e  f ac i l i t y  s t a f f  in conjunction with 

t h e  classif icat ion s t a f f  of  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of Correc t ion .  T h e  c lass i f ica t ion  

decision would b e  based o n  a number  of eligibility a n d  suitabil i ty issues including 

cr iminal  history and  secur i ty  needs. Individuals wi th  a history of prior  

incarcera t ions  in state o r  f e d e r a l  fac i l i t ies  fo r  a violent  o f fense  wowld n o t  be  

eligible f o r  placement.  Moreover, individuals wi th  weekend o r  holiday sen tences  

would n o t  b e  el igible f o r  p lacement .  

T h e  regional  c e n t e r s  will b e  minimum secur i ty  fac i l i t ies  o r i en ted  t o  alcohol  

t r e a t m e n t  a n d  communi ty  reintegrat ion.  OUI of fender s  a t  t h e s e  c e n t e r s  will b e  

involved in varied t r e a t m e n t  programs during t h e  day  and  evening. Additionally, 

o f f ende r s  must  b e  within 18 months  of parole  eligibility a n d  d e m o n s t r a t e  

willingness t o  address  the i r  alcohol  p;oblems in o r d e r  t o  pa r t i c ipa te  in community-  

based programming.  S ince  secur i ty  a n d  public s a f e t y  w e r e  major  concerns  in 

establishing t h e  regional  cen te r s ,  of fenders  who p resen t  discipl inary problems will 

b e  r e tu rned  t o  t h e  county  fac i l i ty  of origin. 

Upon ar r iva l  a t  a cen te r ,  t h e  offender 's  alcohol  abuse  problem will b e  

assessed fol lowed by t h e  development  of a n  individualized t r e a t m e n t  program. 

T r e a t m e n t  programs will b e  a combinat ion  of inst i tut ionally a n d  community-based 

programming. The  D e p a r t m e n t  of Cor rec t ion  will c o n t r a c t  wi th  professional 

clinicians t o  provide alcohol  assessment ,  education,  counseling, and  a f t e r c a r e  

refer ra l .  Evening sessions will include AA meet ings  and  t h e  12-Step program, 

individual a n d  group counseling, r ec rea t ion  and  le isure  t i m e  ac t iv i t ies ,  use  of t h e  



library, general  education classes, and o ther  rehabil i tat ion services. An important 

p a r t  of t h e  programming will b e  t h e  involvement of t h e  offender's family, when 

possible, in t h e  counseling sessions. I t  i s  f e l t  t h a t  i t  i s  cr i t ica l  t o  involve family 

members in order  t o  make  a n  e f f e c t i v e  transit ion f rom t h e  regional cen te r  to t h e  

community. 

Part icipation in re-entry services, which link a n  individual t o  community 

programs, and involvement in t h e  interactionalldidactic alcohol education 

programs will be s t ressed equally in t h e  programming of OUI offenders serving 

relat ively shor t  sentences  of 30 days o r  less. For  OUI offenders with longer s t a y s  

in a regional facil i ty more  emphasis will be  placed on institutionally based 

t r e a t m e n t  services. 

I t  is ant ic ipated t h a t  these  regional cen te r s  will benefit  both offenders and 

county correctional facilities. The  benefits  f o r  t h e  offender  will be  a more 

extensive and specialized t r e a t m e n t  program in a lower secur i ty  environment than 

many counties c a n  provide. The  benefits  t o  t h e  county correctional system will be 

some relief in t h e  overcrowding of facil i t ies and a t ransfer  of cos t s  fo r  these  

offenders from t h e  counties t o  t h e  state. 



Summary 

This r epor t  examines  programs cu r ren t ly  avai lable  and  proposed f o r  

individuals convic ted  of driving under t h e  influence of intoxicat ing beverages. 

Par t icular  a t t en t ion  is  paid t o  exis t ing  programs f o r  mult iple offenders.  The  

information f o r  th is  r e p o r t  was based on in terv iews wi th  representa t ives  of 

agencies  and fac i l i t ies  providing programs f o r  f i rs t ,  second a n d  mult iple OUI 

of fenders. 

A person a r r e s t e d  on  a f i r s t  o f f ense  f o r  opera t ing  under t h e  influence of 

alcohol would most  likely b e  sen tenced  t o  a Driver Alcohol Education Program. 

This is  a fourfold program consist ing of  ini t ial  diagnosis a n d  evaluation,  e igh t  

weeks of alcohol  education,  recommendat ions  and  f inal  disposition, a n d  a f t e r c a r e  

management.  Sixty pe rcen t  o f  t h e  c l i en t s  a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  addit ional  t r e a t m e n t  

programs. T h e  c o u r t  is informed of t h e  assessment  and  t r e a t m e n t  

recommendation.  

A person a r r e s t e d  on a second OU1 o f fense  has  t h e  opt ion  of paying a fee of 

$480 t o  a t t e n d  a two-week residential  t r e a t m e n t  program at Rut land Heights  

Hospital wi th  probation t h e r e a f t e r  o r  a jail s e n t e n c e  with no probation the rea f t e r .  

Until a campaign in t h e  summer  of 1983 convinced judges t o  g ive  longer prison 

sen tences  t o  second offenders ,  most  of those  convic ted  w e r e  opt ing  t o  s e r v e  t h e  7- 

day  jail sentence.  Present ly  t h e r e  is a six-month wait ing l is t  f o r  t h e  Rutland 

program. 

A t  Rut land Heights, res idents  a r e  put  through a n  in tens ive  two-week alcohol  

t r e a t m e n t  a n d  educa t ion  program. Upon complet ion,  c l i en t s  a r e  connec ted  t o  a f t e r  



c a r e  programs which cont inue  t r e a t m e n t  based on c l ient  need and degree  of alcohol 

abuse. 

The  county  correc t ional  sys tem general ly provides custody and  t r e a t m e n t  fo r ,  

mult iple OUI offenders,  many of whom have  a t t ended  a Driver Alcohol Education 

Program as f i r s t  offenders. Most count ies  o f fe r  some  fo rm of alcohol 

programming, commonly Alcoholics Anonymous. Severa l  count ies  provide alcohol 

counselors, special  alcohol educat ion  classes, and re-entry programs fo r  OUI 

offenders. Most of t h e  programs cur ren t ly  avai lable  to OUI offenders  a r e  those  

provided t o  t h e  genera l  county  correc t ional  population. The  overa l l  increase  in 

incarcera t ion  r a t e s  of OUI offenders, however, has  severe ly  s t r a ined  t h e  operat ions 

of most  county  correc t ional  facilities. 

Many of t h e  alcohol and communi ty  re-integrat ion programs t h a t  d o  ex i s t  in 

t h e  county  correc t ional  sys tem a r e  n o t  fully ut i l ized by OUI offenders  for  a number 

of reasons c i t ed  by t h e  correc t ional  personnel interviewed. T h e  shor t  s t ays  and 

high turnover r a t e  of t h e  OU[ population c r e a t e  management  problems f o r  county  

correc t ional  authori t ies.  Most OUI offenders  a r e  incarcera ted  f o r  less than  30 days  

o r  r ece ive  weekend sentences.  Such sentencing pract ices  make  i t  d i f f icul t  to place  

OUI offenders in exist ing substance  abuse  programs and t o  develop and adminis ter  

new special ized alcohol programs. Fur thermore ,  de toxi f ica t ion  has  become  a 

sal ient  issue in dealing with OUI offenders;  in some  count ies  i t  has mean t  divert ing 

l imited resources t o  d e a l  with chronic  alcohol abuse  among OUI offenders. 

A number of county  off ic ia ls  cha rac te r i zed  t h e  OUI offender  as "non- 

criminal" and  d i f f e ren t  f r o m  t h e  typical  county  offender.  Based on observations 

t h a t  OUI offenders  w e r e  general ly older, b e t t e r  educated ,  had more  s t ab le  

employment,  and  were  serving their  f i r s t  incarcera t ion  of any  kind, author i t ies  f e l t  

t hey  should b e  t r e a t e d  d i f ferent ly  f rom t h e  r e s t  of t h e  inmate  



population. County officials  recommended t h a t  t h e  OUI population b e  removed 

f r o m  t h e  general  correct ional  population, placed in minimum secur i ty  facilities, 

and offered special  alcohol t r e a t m e n t  programs. In most  instances, county 

correct ional  facil i t ies were  constrained by resource  and  space  l imitat ions in 

meeting t h e  special  needs of t h e  OUI population. 

Except f o r  representa t ives  f rom small  outlying counties, most county 

officials  believed t h a t  establishing regional c e n t e r s  t o  house repea t  OUI offenders  

would reduce c u r r e n t  overcrowding in county  correct ional  fac i l i t ies  and address t h e  

t r e a t m e n t  needs of t h e  OUI population. Presently,  t h e r e  is  a proposal t o  establish 

t h r e e  regional cen te r s  for mult iple OUI offenders  in western Massachusetts, 

southeas tern  Massachusetts, and Metropolitan Boston. These c e n t e r s  would t a k e  

third o r  subsequent OUI offenders  with minimal criminal  histories. The cen te r s  

would be state-funded and would o f f e r  alcohol t r e a t m e n t  programs, 

individual/group counseling, and  community reintegration programming. In 

addition, referra ls  t o  local alcohol rehabil i tat ion programs would b e  made t o  

provide a f t e r c a r e  t r ea tment .  
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Appendix1 

List of Contributors 

County Houses of Correction 

Barnstable County Jail and House of Correction 
Kathy Fougere, In Charge of Booking 

Berkshire County Jail and House of Corection 
James SanSouci, Assistant Deputy 

Bristol County Jail and House of Correction 
Edward Talbot, Social Worker 

Dukes County Jail and House of Correction 
Michael McCormick, Deputy Superintendent 

Essex County Jail and House of Correction (Lawrence) 
Paul DeJoi, Director of Human Services 

Essex County Jail and House of Correction (Salem) 
Peter Russell, In Charge of Classification 

Framingham, Massachusetts Correctional Institution 
George Ragusa, Division of Classification 

Franklin.County Jail and House of Correction 
Greg Wells, Director of Rehabilitation 

Hampden County Jail and House of Correction 
Dan Hobart, Counselor 
Gary King, Assistant Deputy Superintendent 

Hampshire County Jail and House of Correction 
Frank Godek, Supervisor of Records 

Middlesex County Jail and House of Correction (Billerica) 
Ed Dyment, Supervisor of Records 

Norfolk County Jail and House of Correction 
Peter Perroncello, Chief of Classification 

Plymouth County Jail and House of Correction 
John Polio, Assistant Deputy Superintendent 
Stephen Walsh, Assistant to  John Polio 

Suffolk County House of Correction (Deer Island) 
Michael Trabucco, Deputy Superintendent 



Worces ter  Coun ty  J a i l  and  House  of Cor rec t ion  
Paul  Westberg,  Ass is tan t  Deputy  Super in tendent  

Res ident ia l  T r e a t m e n t  Facility 

Rut land Heights  Hospital,  Res ident ia l  Alcohol T r e a t m e n t  P rogram 
Pau l  Deignan, P rogram Di rec to r  of Driving Under t h e  Influence 
Paul  Ruane,  Ass is tan t  P rogram Di rec to r  

Dr iver  Alcohol Educat ion  

Division of Alcoholism, D e p a r t m e n t  of Publ ic  Hea l th  
Edward  Blacker,  D i rec to r  of Division of Alcoholism 
Ralph Edwards,  Regional  Manager  

Spec ia l  Regional  C o r r e c t i o n a l  Facilities 

Massachuse t t s  D e p a r t m e n t  of Cor rec t ion  
Dennis Humphrey,  Assoc ia t e  Commiss ioner ,  P rog rams  and  T r e a t m e n t  

Longwood T r e a t m e n t  C e n t e r  
David MacDonald, Super in tendent  



Appendix 11 

Interview Schedule for Representatives 
of Agencies and Facilities Providing 

Treatment and/or Custody for 
OUI Offenders 

Identification of Respondent 

1. With wha t  program/correc t ional  fac i l i ty  are you a f f i l i a t ed?  

2. What is  your position in t h e  co r rec t iona l  sys tem/program? 

3. What a r e  your responsibilities wi th  r e spec t  t o  t h e  resident  
populat ion/program cl ients? 

Characteristics of OUI Offenders 

How many o f fende r s  conv ic t ed  of opera t ing  under t h e  influence (OUI) 
have  you rece ived in t h e  fac i l i ty /program over  t h e  l a s t  12  months. 

What proport ion of your t o t a l  populat ion/cl ientele a r e  OUI offenders? 

How many have  been conv ic t ed  of prior OUI offenses?  

What proport ion of your populat ion/cl ientele a r e  f i r s t ,  second, and  
mult iple of fenders?  

A r e  bo th  men  and  women a d m i t t e d  t o  t h e  fac i l i ty /program? 
If so, wha t  is t h e  r a t i o  of m a l e  t o  f e m a l e  res idents lc l ients?  

Have you observed a change  in t h e  populat ion/cl ientele s ince  t h e  passage 
of t h e  new drunk driving law in Sep tember  1982? 
If yes, wha t  w e r e  s o m e  of t h e  not iceable  changes? 

What is t h e  a v e r a g e  length  of s t a y  in t h e  fac i l i ty /program f o r  OUI 
of fenders?  

What type  of secur i ty ,  if any, is mainta ined f o r  OUI offenders? 

A r e  they  al lowed visi tors  o r  furloughs? 

Descr ibe  t h e  typica l  OUI o f fende r  in your faci l iy/program. 

Do they  have  any  outs tanding cha rac te r i s t i c s ,  problems o r  needs? 

Would you say  t h a t  OUI offenders  a r e  general ly s imi lar  t o  o r  d i f f e ren t  
f r o m  o t h e r  inmates l c l i en t s  in your fac i l i ty /program? 
If d i f ferent ,  how d o  they  d i f fer?  



3 Do t h e  OUI offenders  current ly  received in to  t h e  faci l i tylprograrn d i f f e r  
f r o m  those  a d m i t t e d  prior t o  passage of t h e  new drunk driving law in 
September  1982? 
If yes, how d o  they  differ? 

Management  of OUI Of fenders  

14. What i s  t h e  in take  procedure used fo r  OUI offenders? 
Is i t  similar t o  o r  d i f f e ren t  f rom procedures used for  o the r  
residentslcl ients? 

15. Does t h e  faci l i ty/program ca r ry  o u t  any type  of assessment o r  
classif icat ion of new OUI admissions? 

If so, wha t  i s  t h e  procedure and how is  t h e  information used? 

16. A r e  f i r s t  OUI offenders  t r e a t e d  d i f ferent ly  f rom mult iple OUI offenders? 

17. What programs a r e  available f o r  OUI offenders? Describe these  
programs. 

A r e  these  programs available t o  all o f fenders l c l i en t s  o r  a r e  they uti l ized 
exclusively by OUI offenders? 

18. A r e  any  new programs planned fo r  t h e  OUI offender?  
If so, descr ibe  these. 

19. A r e  e x i t  evaluat ions  conducted  on  OUI offenders? 
If so, how is t h e  information used? 

20. Is t h e r e  follow-up of OUI offenders  a f t e r  re lease  f r o m  fac i l i ty  o r  
te rminat ion  f rom program? 

Management  Problems 

21. Has  t h e  fac i l i ty lprogram encountered  problems associated with 
cus tody / t r ea tmen t  of OUI offenders? 

If so, wha t  a r e  these?  

22. Does your f ac i l i ty lprogram have  suff ic ient  capac i ty  fo r  inmates/cl ients? 

23 Are t h e r e  any specia l  secur i ty  problems associa ted  with OUI offenders? 

24. Are  OUI offenders  seg rega ted  f rom o t h e r  inmates /c l ients  o r  d o  they mix 
freely? 

25. Recommendat ions  f o r  expansion, modificat ion o r  development of 
programs fo r  dealing with OUI offenders. 



Special Set of Questions to be Asked of Spd<epersons 
for Proposed Regional Facilities 

I .  What is t h e  purpose of regional  c e n t e r s  f o r  OUI of fenders?  

2. How many c e n t e r s  would b e  es tab l i shed  and  w h e r e  would t h e y  b e  loca ted?  

3. What is  t h e  t a r g e t  populat ion f o r  t h e  regional  c e n t e r s ?  
Would e a c h  c e n t e r  d raw i t s  populat ion f r o m  a l imi ted  number  of 
count ies?  

4. What is  t h e  proposed c a p a c i t y  f o r  e a c h  of t h e  c e n t e r s ?  

5. What  agency o r  au tho r i ty  would admin i s t e r  t h e  p rog rams  at t h e  regional  
cen te r s?  

6 .  From where  would t h e  funding c o m e  t o  suppor t  t h e  regional  cen te r s?  

7. Will t h e r e  b e  any  res t r ic t ions  on  t h e  t y p e  of o f f ende r  (in t e r m s  of  c r iminal  
history)  who c a n  b e  a d m i t t e d  t o  t h e  cen te r s?  

Will men  and  women both  b e  a d m i t t e d  t o  t h e  c e n t e r s ?  

8. What kind of fac i l i t ies  will t h e s e  regional  c e n t e r s  be? A t  w h a t  level  of 
s ecu r i ty  will t h e y  b e  ope ra t ed?  What i s  t h e  in tended l eng th  of s t a y  of OUI 
of fenders? 

9. Descr ibe  t h e  types  of programs t h a t  will  b e  ava i lab le  t o  OUI offenders.  
In w h a t  way will t h e  p rog rams  d i f f e r  f r o m  wha t  is  ava i lab le  in a county  
house of cor rec t ion?  


