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Executive Summary

This document is the first of two reports on the current degree of implementation (i.e.,

fidelity) of the Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) teams in the state of New York. This

report includes the ratings for each of the teams on ACT fidelity. We make comparisons

among the NY teams and between NY teams and other teams in Illinois and on the East

Coast. We also describe level of implementation in more detail for staffing items that include:

staff to client ratio, number of full-time equivalents (FTEs), vacancy status for team positions,

and hours of coverage for the team.

Program directors and staff from 27 ACT programs in NY were interviewed using the

Dartmouth Assertive Community Treatment Scale (DACTS) and supplemental items. DACTS

items are divided into 3 subscales: Human Resources, Organizational Boundaries, and

Nature of Services. Scores range from 1 = not implemented to 5 = fully implemented. We

use both absolute criteria (DACTS scores) and normative criteria (scores in relation to other

programs) to evaluate fidelity to ACT.

Using absolute criteria of 4.5 on the DACTS (i.e., 90% Implementation), 11% of the

teams had high fidelity overall, 7% on Human Resources, 37% on Organizational Boundaries, *

and 4% on Nature of Services. Using criteria of 4.0 (i.e.. 80% implementation and the

average score of comparison ACT programs), 26% of the teams met or exceeded 4.0 on

overall fidelity, 33% on Human Resources, 81% on Organizational Boundaries, and 41% on

Nature ofServices. The majority of programs were between 3.5 and 4.0 on fidelity: 59% on

overall fidelity. 33% on Human Resources, 11% on Organizational Boundaries, and 19% on

Nature of Services. However, several programs had average scores of less than 3.5. what

we would consider serious departures from the ACT model: 15% of programs scored below
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3.5 on overall fidelity, 33% on Human Resources, 4% on Organizational Boundaries, and

37% on Nature of Services.

Using normative criteria, NY programs were slightly lower in fidelity on average than

the two comparison samples. NY programs were similar to East Coast programs on

Organizational Boundaries and Nature of Services, but were substantially lower on Human

Resources. NY exceeded Illinois on Human Resources. NY and East Coast programs both

had lower implementation than Illinois regarding Organizational Boundaries and Nature of

Services.

Although improvement efforts can be made for any of the items, a few items were low

by both absolute and relative criteria: staff capacity and continuity, responsibility for togyi

discharge Plenning^andJreSuen^lcontact. These items may be priority for improvement

efforts. Several other items were low on absolute criteria, but were not substantially different

from comparison samples: substance abuse specialist, vocational specialist, program size,

dual-disorder treatment groups, dual-disorder model, and consumers on the team. It should

be noted that NY programs were particularly strong on having small caseloads, nurse on

team, and slow intake rates. 9

There was a great deal of variability between programs on fidelity. This finding is

expected as programs were not developed at the same time and have not been part of

ongoing monitoring. A few sites had consistently good Implementation across subscales, but

most sites were variable in their performance, with good implementation in some areas and

moderate to poor implementation in others. The site-level reports should be helpful in

identifying specific strengths and weaknesses to assist programs improve their

implementation.
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Some general caveats to fidelity assessment also need to be addressed as they affect

the interpretation of the findings in this study. These issues include method ofassessment,

timing ofassessment, necessaryprogram modifications, item importance. evaluaUon criteria,

and attemative implementation factors. We describe each of these issues in detail in the

discussion section.
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Table1.ComparisonofDACTSItemsandSubscalesAcrossThreeSamples

SubscaleorItem

to=27);(n=14)NYvs.(n=10)NYvs.

M(SD)M(SD)EastCoast;'M(SD)Illinois

H2Teamapproach

Frequencyofteammeetings

4.6(0.5)

3.6(1.2)I

)leaderprovides:

Continuityofstaffing

Staffcapacity

Psychiatrist(

Nursei

Substanceabusespec.<

Vocationalspecialiston:

!3.9(0.9)

.7(1.4)1.9(1.4)-0.142.0(1.7)

-0.14

-0.20

Sufficientstaffingforprogram2.9(0.6)n/an/a

Resources3.7(0.6)4.0(0.4)■0.673.3(0.3)0.72

Explicitadmissioncriteria4.4(0.9)4.4(0.7)-0.025.0(0.0)-0.77

Intakerate4.9(0.4)5.0(0.0)•0.245.0(0.0)-0.23

IresponsibilityforIxser.4.3(0.7)4.0(O.7)0.424.4(0.7)-0.14

Responsibilityforcrisisservices4.1(1.1)3.7(1.4)0.354.2(0.8)•0.08

Responsibilityforhospital

admissions

42(0.8)3.9(0.8)0.354.2(1.0)-0.01

Responsibilityforhospital
dischargeplanning

Time-unlimitedservices

3.8(1.4)4.5(0.7)-0.574.8(0.4)-0.60

4.4(0.8)4.6(0.5)-0.314.7(0.7)-0.41

rganlzationalBoundaries4.3(0.4)4.3(0.5)0.024.6(0.3)-0.74

In-vivoservices

Nodropoutpolicy

4.4(0.9)3.5(0.9)1.0242(0.6)0.28

4.3(1.1)4-2(1.1)0.124.5(0.7)-0.17
>3Assertiveengagementmech.

S4Intensityofservice

4.1(0.8)4.4(1.0)-0.365.0(0.0)-1.27

4.3(1.0)4.6(0.5)-0.304.6(0.7)-0.28

Frequencyofcontact

Workwithsupportsystem

3.3(1.1)4.0(0.8)-0.743.3(0.5)0.03

4.2(1.0)3.3(1.0)0.894.4(0.8)•0.22

Individualizedsub.abusebe.

Dualdisordertreatmentgroups

3.7(1.7)3.7(1.2)0.034.1(1.4)■022

Dualdisorders(OD)model

2.7(1.6)3.1(1.2)-0.302.8(1.7)•0.09

3.3(1.0)3.3(0.9)0.023.6(0.5)-0.33

Roleofconsumersonteam

reofServices

2.9(1.5)n/an/a

3.7(0.5)

TOTAL

3.8(0.4)

3.9(0.4}:4.0(0.4)

■0.174.2(0.2)-1.06

■0.39;:4.0(0.2).-0.44


