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June 9, 2010 
 
 
To:  Readers of the Outcomes Study Report, 2010 
From:  Laurie Heatherington 
 
RE: The context of the current Outcomes Report  
 
    Greetings all! Please find below some information abut the background and purpose of 
this report, followed by the report itself. 
 
    The first purpose of this study is to assess guestsô satisfaction with their treatment at the 
Farm, to compare their perceptions of their health (broadly defined) when they come and 
when they leave, and to study whether those variables are related in any systematic way to 
various guest characteristics. This has been ongoing since 1999. The second purpose of 
the study, which is new, is to assess guestsô long term outcomes. To this end, in January 
2009, we began doing extensive phone interviews with former guests, at 6 months, 18 
months, and (eventually) 3 years after they leave GF Monterey. This yearôs report contains 
the first of these results, which should be considered preliminary and interpreted with 
caution, given the small sample size. 
 
     What should you do with this report? Please read it éthink about it the findingséraise 
questions and comments at the meetings in which it is discussed, including the upcoming 
June 26

th
 Associates meeting. All of your thoughts and suggestions about what the findings 

mean and about the report itself are welcome, in the interest of making any and all possible 
uses of them that may benefit the Gould Farm Program.  
 
                    
  Most sincerely, 

          

            Laurie    
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OUTCOMES 20 10 : AN ANNUAL REPORT  
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OUTCOMES 2010:  OVERVIEW 
  The Gould Farm Outcomes study is an effort to track the well-being of guests as 
they move through the Gould Farm-Monterey Program and beyond (see Appendix A 
for details on the design of the study). Each year a report of the findings to date is 
made to the Associates, Directors, and Staff. The present report is based on 
information from 450 guests, who entered Gould Farm-Monterey from June of 1998 
(when the study began) through December of 2009.The analyses involving both 
admission and discharge admission interviews are based on information obtained 
from a total of 185 guests ï all those who were discharged during the time of the 
study and who could be interviewed before they left.

 1
 The long term follow-up data 

includes 19 guests who have now been interviewed by phone at 6 months post-
discharge, and 2 who have been interviewed at both 6 months and 18 months. 
     
  The findings are presented in two parts.  Part I is the study of guestsô well-being 
and satisfaction as they enter and leave Gould Farm Monterey; Part II is the study of 

guestsô long term outcomes.   
 

Part I:  Treatment  Outcomes 
 
I)  Who is Gould Farm-Monterey serving?      p.  5 
 
II)  How are we serving our guests?                                             p. 12 
 
III) How do departing guests rate their treatment at         p. 15     
     Gould Farm-Monterey?            
  
IV) What do departing guests say about the program 
      as they leave Gould Farm-Monterey?                                     p.17 
 

Part II:  Long Term Follow-up Outcomes        
 
I) What are the current circumstances of our former guests 

(living and working situations, self-reported quality of life and 
 mental health) ?                                                                       
                                                                                                         p.21 

II) How satisfied are former guests with their experience  
    at Gould Farm-Monterey?                                        p.28 
 
Appendix A           p.29 
 
Appendix B           p.31 
 
1 

While almost all guests are interviewed for the study at intake, scheduling difficulties or unplanned discharges 
have made it impossible to interview every guest before discharge. We are working to increase the proportion of 
exiting guests who are interviewed, which has improved in the last couple of years. We are also studying the 
representativeness of this sample vs. the entire population of Gould Farm guests and to track the reasons why 
some guests are interviewed at exit and follow-up while others are missed. This information will be included in 
next yearôs report. 
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OUTCOMES 2010:  BRIEF SUMMARY  
  

     We begin by examining the demographic characteristics of the Gould 
Farm-Monterey guests who participated in the study. Most are male, 
unmarried, and Caucasian.  The guests are, on average, about 29 years 
old at admission, with most having at least some college education. The 
majority of guests fall within three primary diagnostic categories: 
schizoaffective disorder, schizophrenia, and bipolar disorder. The 
majority of guests report that they are either abstinent from substance 
abuse or are, at least, not impaired by their substance abuse. Guests, 
on average, were first hospitalized in their early 20's, have been 
hospitalized about 4 times, and have been most recently hospitalized 
within the last 13 months. Guests who remain at the farm after the two-
week trial period typically stay for a little under a year and nearly all of 
them welcome future contact with the farm after they depart. After 
leaving the farm, the largest proportion of guests move on to the Boston 
Program. Guests provided positive feedback in terms of the quality of 
service that they received, the extent to which their needs were met, the 
extent to which they were helped with their problems, and their overall 
experience at the farm. Statistically significant improvement between 
admission and discharge psychiatrist-rated GAF (Global Assessment of 
Functioning) was found; this was also true for self-reported independent 
living skills, daily structure, physical health, mental health, family 
relationships, social relationships, and community support at admission 
vs. discharge. Guests also indicated through answering open-ended 
questions what helped them most in their stay, what was most useful in 
the work program in preparing them for the future, and what they would 
do to improve the Farm. Finally, former guests were contacted at 6 and 
18 months after departing Gould Farm-Monterey and provided 
information on their current living and working circumstances and 
satisfaction with those, as well as discussing their mental health and 
quality of life on various dimensions.  
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Part 1 - TREATMENT OUTCOMES 
 

 

I.  WHO IS GOULD FARM-MONTEREY SERVING? 
 
Basic demographic characteristics of the guests in the study  
 

¶ Gender 
 
71% male; 29% female 
 
 

¶ Race  
 
     95% Caucasian, 2% Latino/Latina, .5% African American, .5% 
Asian American, 2% other 
 
 

¶ Marital Status 
                   

94.5% single, 1.5% married, 4% divorced  
 
 

¶ Age at admission 
               

Range = 18-69 yrs.  Mean = 29   Median = 26  
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¶ Age (in years) at First Hospitalization  
 Range = 6-56      Mean = 22    Median = 20         
 
 
 

¶ Number of  Prior Hospitalizations 
 Range = 0-30    Mean = 4   Median = 3           
 
 
 

¶ Time Since Last Hospitalization 
 Range = 3 days- 54 years Mean = 13 months     Median = 6 weeks 
 
 
 

¶ Highest Educational Level 
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¶ Longest Job Held 
           Range = 0-28 years   Mean = 2 years     Median = 1 year  

 

 
 

¶ Self-reported Substance Use 
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¶ Frequency of Primary Diagnoses     
 

Primary diagnosis is not significantly related to other guest demographics (e.g., gender) 
and does not significantly impact guest daily rate.         
       

 
 
 
 



9 

 
 

¶ Trends in Guestsô Primary Diagnosis at Admission Over Time 
 

 
 

 

Note: This graph represents trends in the three largest diagnostic categories 
(together representing approximately 74% of guests) over time.  Columns represent 
the number of admitted guests falling within each of the three diagnostic categories 
in two-year blocks. As the graph shows, the admission of guests with different 
diagnoses varies widely from year to year.    
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¶ Mean GAF (Global Assessment of Functioning) Scores at Arrival and 
Departure  

 
        

 

 
 

Note: This graph is based on all recorded arrival GAF scores (N = 354) and all 
recorded departure GAF scores (N = 38). Arrival GAF scores differed significantly as 
a function of diagnosis. Departure GAF scores did not differ significantly as a 
function of diagnosis. For guests with both measures (N = 34), departure GAF 
scores were significantly higher than arrival GAF scores. 
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¶ Basis-24 

 

In addition to the GAF, we have recently begun evaluating guests' well-
being using the Basis-24 measure, a widely used measure of psychiatric 
symptoms developed at McLean Hospital. Thus far 41 guests have 
been evaluated with this measure on intake (mean score of 1.32), and 4 
on departure (also a mean score of 1.32). All 4 departing guests 
measured also completed the measure on intake. When more guests 
have completed the measure at both times we will be able to reliably 
assess changes over time.  
 
This scale ranges from 0-5 with lower values indicating higher 
functioning. 
 
This graph represents the trends from arrival to departure for all of the 4 
guests for whom we have this information.  It is important to keep in 
mind that these scores represent the weighted average of 24 different 
items (e.g., hearing voices, being depressed, abusing substances) and 
as such must be interpreted as broad global assessments.   
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II. HOW ARE WE SERVING OUR GUESTS? 

 
 
 

¶ How long do guests stay (in months)? 
 Ranges .5 - 66      Mean = 12       Median = 10           
 

 
Note: These data exclude guests who left before the 2 week trial period ended. 
 

 

 

 

¶ Do guests being discharged desire future contact with the Farm? 
 90% ñyesò    10% ñnoò 
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¶ How do guestsô perceptions of their ñquality of lifeò compare at 
admission and discharge? 

 

Key 
ILS  = Independent Living Skills (N = 122) DS  = Daily Structure (N = 124) 
PH  = Physical Health (N = 124)   MH  = Mental Health (N = 115) 
FR  = Family Relationships (N = 122)  SR = Social Relationships (N = 117) 
CS  = Community Support (N = 121)  SP = Spirituality (N = 42)  
 

 
 

Note: This graph represents all guests that provided both arrival and departure 
quality of life ratings. Mean scores at discharge were significantly higher than the 
corresponding mean score at admission for all ratings except ñSpirituality.ò  
 
All scales range from 1 to 10. 
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¶ Where do guests report that they will be living immediately after 
leaving Gould Farm-Monterey? 

 

 

¶ What kind of daily structure do guests report that they will be entering  
immediately after they leave Gould Farm-Monterey?  
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III.  HOW DO DEPARTING GUESTS RATE THEIR    

     TREATMENT AT GOULD FARM?           
 
Note: Guest feedback on the following four satisfaction questions was not statistically related to any 
measured factors (demographic characteristics, diagnosis, daily rate paid, GAF, etc.). An examination 
of guest ratings over the years continues to show no significant differences across time. 
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IV. WHAT DO DEPARTING GUESTS SAY ABOUT THE 

PROGRAM AS THEY LEAVE GOULD FARM-MONTEREY?                                                        
 

 

Since 2007, we have included a qualitative component to our 
assessment of guestsô experiences. Near the end of the discharge 
interview, guests are asked several open-ended questions that are 
relevant to program evaluation. All guests did not provide answers to 
these questions, but all the responses of those who did were 
transcribed and categorized. The categorization follows an inductive 
approach. As we gather more information from year to year categories 
are updated so as to best capture and represent the types of answers 
that guests provide. The graphs that follow show the frequency of 
responses within categories. Because these graphs are based on 
relatively small numbers of responses, they should be interpreted 
cautiously. Also, since guests could cite as many or few impactful 
factors as they chose, the graphs below represent the raw volume of 
content within each category. 
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¶ What helped you most in your stay here? 

 

Friends, Family, Community: This category included references to people outside 
of the staff. 
 

Work: This category included references to work and to work skill acquisition or 
improvement. 

 

Staff: This category included references to specific people on the staff or to the staff 
in general. 

 

Therapy: This category included references to therapy in general or to specific 
types of therapy. 
 

Activities: This category included references to activities outside of work or therapy 
(e.g., art). 

 

Structure/Accountability: This category included references to daily structure and 
personal accountability. 

 

Safety/Security: This category included references to having a safe place to stay. 
 

Meds: This category included references to medication. 


