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Introduction
St. Leonard’s Society of Canada (SLSC) is pleased to submit this report to the Canadian Centre on
Substance Use and Addiction (CCSA) for the Train the Trainer: Peer Mentoring Workshop pilot project to
address problematic substance use (PSU) within a prison context. SLSC appreciated the opportunity to
participate in finding meaningful solutions to this important issue. Part One of this report highlights the
preliminary activities of the pilot project, and summarizes activities related to the participant screening
process. Due to unanticipated delays (the details of which are explained in this report), Part Two of this
document was submitted to CCSA following the completion of analysis of the training activities.1 The final
analysis serves as a feasibility assessment to inform the use of the workshop for future use and expansion
into federal prisons.

Part One: Preliminary Findings
Background
Public Safety Canada (PSC), in 2014, funded the development of a template for a train-the-trainer
workshop in peer mentoring as part of its Effective Corrections Initiative. This initiative aimed to raise
Canadians’ confidence in the criminal justice system by enhancing reintegration and rehabilitative
processes. It also responded to feedback from men with long-term sentences at Drumheller Institution,
who were interested in developing skills to help and support each other on common issues when
outside in the community and in an informal way in the institution. Peer mentoring is an innovative and
cost effective approach to improve those processes and strengthen public safety.2
Using the PSC funding, SLSC designed the original template for life and long-term sentenced prisoners to
help them serve their time more productively. It was piloted in Drumheller Institution, Fenbrook
Institution (now Beaver Creek Medium) and Joliette Institution between February and March, 2014. The
current adaptation of this workshop was generously supported by Correctional Service of Canada (CSC)
who has partnered with the Canadian Centre on Substance Use and Addiction (CCSA) to address PSU
among prisoners within the Canadian context.

Report on Project Components
Establishing Partnerships (March 2017)
SLSC established partnerships with experienced peer mentors who were interested in participating in
the development and application of a modified version of the Train the Trainer: Peer Mentoring
Workshop for individuals with a history of problematic substance use (PSU). Four peer mentors – two in
Alberta and two in Ontario – were identified and approached via existing relationships SLSC had with
these individuals. While there was interest from all four mentors, health-related issues prevented one
1

Following the two submissions to CCSA in August 2017, SLSC has consolidated the two reports within this
document for ease of reference. The second report has been integrated as Part Two of this document.
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mentor in Alberta from being able to participate early on in the project, and the other Alberta-based
mentor determined that he was unable to participate since the short-term nature of the project would
have likely disrupted his social assistance and long-term financial stability. Two peer mentors, Rick Sauvé
and John Rives, were confirmed to provide the training at two Ontario-based prisons: Warkworth
Institution in Campbellford (medium security), and Collins Bay Institution (CBI) Minimum Unit in
Kingston (minimum security; formerly Frontenac Institution). SLSC worked with Mr. Sauvé and Mr. Rives
to establish access to these institutions for the purposes of this project, to facilitate access to prisoners
who were interested in participating in the workshop.
In addition to these activities, an advisory group made up of experts on peer mentoring within prisons,
and members of the Addressing Offenders Problematic Substance Use (AOPSU) working group
supported the development of an adapted workshop. The revised workshop aimed to:
1. facilitate learning and personal growth for prisoners with a history of PSU;
2. provide support to the participants who wished to develop mentoring skills; and
3. encourage participants to develop constructive approaches to serving prison sentences and to
understand what a crisis situation is, how to identify it, and the correct procedure to follow
when a crisis arises.
These aims are expected to address PSU within the prison context. The peer mentors recruited to
deliver the workshop have nearly two decades of experience, and demonstrate the capacity for
successful reintegration. Participants had direct access to a positive role model with lived experience
who demonstrates the potential to live similarly.
On March 27, 2017, SLSC and CCSA co-hosted an in-person consultation that brought together members
of the advisory group, including the peer mentors, to discuss adaptation of the workshop for addressing
problematic substance use within a prison context. The feedback from the consultation and subsequent
reviews of the draft workshop directly informed the adapted edition submitted to CCSA. SLSC
appreciates that the CCSA project lead organized and hosted ongoing teleconferences to support this
pilot during the initial phase of the project.

Designing the Workshop Template (April – May 2017)
Utilizing the feedback from the in-person consultation with the Advisory Group, SLSC provided a revised
adaptation of the workshop to CCSA. It incorporated information and best practices in addressing
problematic substance use, and was sensitive to supporting the trainees with their own healing journey
and provided them with information and resources to support the incarcerated individuals that they
mentor. In collaboration with CCSA and the Advisory Group, the report was finalized for hard copy
printing over the course of April – May 2017 and delivered to Mr. Sauvé and Mr. Rives who were
concurrently laying the groundwork for access to both institutions. It was agreed that trainees would
each receive a hard copy of the workshop manual as a take-away resource to support fidelity to the peer
mentoring process. Additional training materials such as an institution/participant information sheet,
and a participant screening tool were also developed by SLSC in collaboration with both mentors and Dr.
Wayne Skinner from the Advisory Group who offered a clinical perspective to the drafted materials (See
Appendix A). All training materials and support resources addressed PSU as a foundational component
of addressing individual needs within a prison context to prepare for successful reintegration.
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Piloting the Workshop Template (June 2017)
Through the Advisory Group consultation process, it was determined that two key components would
enhance the pilot and support access to the sites:
1. A letter of support from Correctional Service of Canada (CSC) indicating its support for the pilot
project to mitigate challenges in accessing the institutions for the mentors (Appendix B)
2. A screening process to support recruitment of individuals who were considered to be well suited
to the workshop style and topic
The letters from CSC were received in mid-June, and proved to be very useful in supporting access to the
institutions. Additionally, the screening tools were helpful in identifying appropriate candidates. In June,
access to Warkworth Institution and Collins Bay Institution Minimum Unit as the institutional pilot sites
was approved, with training dates set for July.
Unfortunately, in mid-June, Mr. Rives was hospitalized due to a sudden and serious health condition
which required his hospitalization for the remainder of the pilot project. SLSC, in consultation with CCSA
and Mr. Sauvé, determined that Mr. Sauvé would complete the screening process and training sessions
at both institutions; however, this contributed to delays in SLSC’s ability to report on the training
sessions that are being completed at the time this report is being submitted. All preliminary reports
indicate that the training is being well received by participants, and SLSC looks forward to delivering an
analysis to CCSA following the completion of the sessions.
A report on training related activities pertaining to access and screening is outlined below.

Accessing Pilot Sites
It was determined during the early stages of this project that due to the limited timeframe for the pilot,
access would be sought to institutions that the expert peer mentors had pre-established relationships
with. Mr. Rives has been providing peer support to life and long term sentenced men at Collins Bay for
18 years, first as an In-Reach Worker through the LifeLine™ program – a program active across Canada
as a peer-to-peer service for life-sentenced prisoners; and, as an employee of the LifeLine Collaborative
Program3 since 2012 when government funding for LifeLine™ was ended. Similarly, Mr. Sauvé had been
actively involved with LifeLine™ since 1999 with various institutions in Ontario. His work with the
LifeLine Collaborative Program since 2012 has seen him develop and expand a ‘Breakaway’ program
aimed at gang disaffiliation through a peer group approach at a handful of federal prisons within the
province, including Warkworth.
Overall, the high degree of professionalism and trust previously established by both peer mentor
trainers is undoubtedly one of the most significant factors in achieving timely access to both pilot sites.
Connections with institutional staff to facilitate access proved very useful. It is worthwhile to note that
the project did not require any rescheduling of workshop dates on account of any broader security
issues such as a lockdown, which would have caused delay to the workshop delivery. Therefore, the
workshops proceeded as planned, with approximately two weeks between each training session.
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Management level staff at both institutions revealed their interest in addressing PSU for prisoners
beyond traditional security measures and institutional programming. Support for diverse options to
meet the complex needs related to PSU was clear, and both sites were open to having Mr. Sauvé and
Mr. Rives provide the workshop as a tool for addressing an existing challenge.
SLSC is grateful to have had the opportunity to involve Mr. Rives in an advisory capacity and throughout
the consultation portion of the project. The value of his lived experience and expertise on mentoring
contributed to the final design of the workshop. Additionally, his work to establish a connection to
institutional staff at Collins Bay Institution for this pilot project prior to his hospitalization allowed Mr.
Sauvé the opportunity to step into the screening process without causing further delays to the project.
SLSC is also grateful to Mr. Sauvé who stepped up immediately to support the project’s plans when Mr.
Rives was unable to do so. His willingness to take on additional work and travel within a limited
timeframe have ensured that the pilot project stayed on track to achieve its desired outcomes.

Collins Bay Institution Minimum Unit
Access to Collins Bay Institution (CBI) Minimum Unit was facilitated through collaboration with the Social
Programs Officer, first by Mr. Rives, then Mr. Sauvé. Additionally, CSC provided a memorandum to the
site that supported the pilot workshop and facilitated access. Institution staff worked with Mr. Sauvé to
make program space available and coordinated dates for the two training sessions with no substantial
setbacks to the process reported.

Warkworth Institution
Mr. Sauvé initially recommended Warkworth Institution as the pilot site where he would deliver the
training. While he currently delivers programs to several institutions in Ontario, his experience indicated
that the inmates at Warkworth would be interested in receiving this training opportunity.
As a medium security institution, access to this prison was slightly harder to obtain. Initially, there was
some concern that having a group of prisoners with known histories of PSU congregating in one location
might be problematic for staff due to security reasons. Given that statistics from CSC indicate that
approximately 75% of incarcerated persons enter prison with a serious substance abuse problem,4 the
reality is that a group of prisoners congregating in any capacity would likely be those with known
histories of PSU. Discussions with staff led to the conclusion that providing an opportunity to address
the problem in a prosocial and proactive manner would be more likely to benefit the institution rather
than cause harm.
During the deliberations about security, it was determined that the letter of support from CSC would
help support access for Mr. Sauvé. Additionally, SLSC, CCSA and CSC collaborated to coordinate a
teleconference with the warden at Warkworth to discuss the research project and any concerns.
Following these measures, Mr. Sauvé was given the opportunity to schedule the training and was
provided program space to complete it. These outcomes indicate that seeking support from institutional
upper management and concurrent collaboration with program level staff may be an effective method
for facilitating access and awareness regarding the workshop training.

4
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During initial discussions between Mr. Sauvé and institution staff about offering the workshop
opportunity at Warkworth, questions arose about where this type of program ‘fit’. Specifically, whether
it was a ‘social program’ vs. a ‘healthcare workshop’. Given that the workshop is about developing skills,
and is an interactive training opportunity, it was recommended that the Social Programs Department
oversee the coordination of the training. SLSC determined this to be an effective approach, since
program space offers easier access for participants to attend training and the physical set up of the
room is conducive to facilitating the workshop.

Screening Process
In regard to the screening process, both expert peer mentors expressed the importance of involving the
Chairs of various prisoners committees (i.e. Inmate Committee Chair, Narcotics Anonymous (NA) Chair,
Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) Chair, and Lifers Group Chair) for relaying information to inmates and
recruiting potential candidates. When possible, accessing support from the Social Programs Officer
would also help to facilitate recruitment. During the initial phases of the pilot and after obtaining access
to the institutions, both mentors were told that staff such as the Institutional Parole Officer (IPO), would
provide the information sheet to prisoners (Appendix A), that information would be made available on
the prisoner television system, and posted in common areas.

Collins Bay Institution Minimum Unit
Upon follow up by Mr. Sauvé to undertake the screening process at CBI Minimum Unit, he was initially
told that there were only two people interested in the training. This would not have been enough to
warrant workshop delivery. Mr. Sauvé then requested, and was able to coordinate, an opportunity to
meet with the various prisoner group Chairs. During the course of that meeting, it was determined that
the Chairs had not been aware of the opportunity to take the workshop training, even though
information sheets were circulated to staff, posted on bulletin areas, and made available on the
television system. These challenges to sharing information may be related to the following:


It is common for IPOs to carry heavy institutional caseloads, and adding to their responsibilities
may not be a good method for candidate recruiting. Further, the message would be limited to
the number of people seen by the IPO prior to the training being made available, and there is
currently no standardized frequency with which IPOs meet with prisoners. Finally, it places the
onus on the IPO to recommend the training to individuals, rather than a candidate with a history
of PSU self-selecting for a training opportunity.



Not all inmates have access to televisions, so the potential for advertising its availability may
have been limited.



Posting bulletins in common areas can get diluted with other competing information and may
result in the opportunity being overlooked.

Having discussion with the Chairs of the prisoner groups provided Mr. Sauvé with the opportunity to
explain the workshop training and offered the opportunity for them to ask questions. Following that
discussion, 8 candidates were screened in for training at CBI Minimum Unit.
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Warkworth Institution
Mr. Sauvé worked closely with the Social Programs Officer at Warkworth to facilitate recruitment of
candidates for training. Additionally, he was able to meet with the Chairs of the prisoners groups to
further market the opportunity to inmates. The collaborative process of information sharing and having
staff support yielded 13 candidates who were screened in for training at Warkworth.
In general, it was reported that the screening form was useful to Mr. Sauvé though he also trusted his
own judgement – particularly at Warkworth – with regard to the candidates, some of whom he was
already familiar with through his other work there. He noted that the screening form would be useful to
other trainers who were perhaps not as familiar with an institution, to help guide the screening process.
Out of 21 candidates in total who were screened, only one was determined to be ineligible due to
serious mental health concerns which would have likely interfered with the training process. He further
reported that there was more interest in the training at Warkworth than at CBI, though the reason for
this was unclear. It is possible that the level of institutional security, i.e. minimum vs. medium, may be a
potential factor. Those in medium prisons have longer time remaining to be served and may be looking
for more productive ways to spend their time, rather than those in minimum institutions who may be
more focused on getting out.

Recommendations
SLSC is pleased to provide recommendations for expanding access to the Train the Trainer in Peer
Mentoring Workshop as a treatment approach for PSU once analysis on the training sessions is
complete. However, based on preliminary findings SLSC is pleased to offer the following
recommendations related to the overall implementation process of this pilot project and its two initial
phases of obtaining access and screening candidates:
1. Allow time for input. The time for the Advisory Group to develop a sound product was a
valuable component of this pilot project. The complexities of providing adequate and
appropriate supports to prisoners are only made more complex when considering how to
effectively address PSU within a prison context. The expertise on the Advisory Group allowed for
a balanced perspective on the realities of delivering service within the limitations of a prison
setting, while ensuring that the foundational components of addressing PSU were retained.
2. Collaborate with partners. The value of a collaborative approach cannot be understated. The
initial successes of this pilot are largely attributed to the collaboration which has been achieved
among SLSC, CCSA, and CSC to harness their respective networks and expertise on corrections
and PSU to carry out the requirements of the pilot project.
3. Take a “middle out” approach. When seeking to obtain access to institutions, particularly for
trainers who may be flagged for security reasons on account of a criminal record, it is
recommended that various levels of staff that include the warden, program staff, and if possible
the IPO, are informed of the method and intent behind the training. Traditional means of
accessing institutions tend to operate from a “bottom up” approach; however, due to the
nature of the training it is important that support from higher levels of the institution and CSC is
made clear to the institutional staff to enhance timely access.
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4. Connect with Prisoner Groups. Opportunities to liaise with Chairs of prisoners groups (Inmate
Committee, NA/AA, Lifers) to discuss the training should be made available to ensure that
potential candidates are made aware of the workshop. When possible, an opportunity to speak
directly to the prisoner groups about the opportunity may further increase the number of
candidates.
SLSC looks forward to reporting on the outcomes made possible through this collaboration. We are
pleased to have found an opportunity to utilize a tool we have developed to support our
organizational goals within corrections, and which harnesses the expertise of the peer mentors we
are privileged to work with.
As of July 26th, Mr. Sauvé reported that all workshop training sessions were completed. SLSC
anticipates receiving trainee evaluations from both institutions by Aug 4th. Upon their receipt, SLSC will
prepare a short demographic report of the participants who took the training for submission to CCSA.
Early indications suggest that the training was very well received by participants, and that the potential
for expansion exists. Additionally, a third institution has been identified as a potential new site for
training. SLSC looks forward to the opportunity to discuss how the preliminary findings from this
feasibility assessment can be built upon to support the development of sound recommendations for
expanding access to this treatment approach for prisoners with a history of PSU.
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Part Two: Evaluation Outcomes and Recommendations for Further Study
Part Two of this report focuses on evaluation outcomes and recommendations for further study to the
Canadian Centre on Substance Use and Addiction (CCSA) regarding the Train the Trainer: Peer Mentoring
Workshop pilot project to address problematic substance use (PSU) within a prison context. This report
is supplemental to the report submitted to CCSA on August 1, 2017 which highlighted the following
preliminary pilot project activities:


establishing partnerships;



designing the workshop template; and,



summarizing the initial activities related to piloting the workshop template (accessing sites and
screening process)

The purpose of this final report is to provide CCSA with a preliminary analysis to serve as a feasibility
assessment that informs the future use of the workshop and its expansion into federal prisons. The topics
covered within this report address the remaining items within Collaboration Agreement, namely to:


Conduct the Workshop, using associated materials, at pilot site(s); and



Develop a project report with an evaluation of activities and recommendations for expanding
access to this treatment approach for prisoners with a history of PSU

As explained in the August 1/17 report (Part One), unanticipated delays to the project prevented a
comprehensive analysis to be submitted according to the original timeline. This report offers a high-level
summary of evaluations from workshop participants and indications for future study. The preliminary
indications suggest that the pilot was overwhelmingly successful in its design and delivery at the selected
sites. SLSC recommends that CCSA consider a continuation of this research and collaboration to consider
the full potential for this type of workshop to address PSU for prisoners. SLSC is pleased to have had the
opportunity to collaborate on this important initiative with CCSA, and look forward to continuing our
collaboration should the recommendations be approved for further study and/or expansion.

Report on Project Components
Conducting the Workshop (July 2017)
As reported initially to CCSA, two peer mentors, Rick Sauvé and John Rives, were confirmed to provide
the modified version of the Train the Trainer: Peer Mentoring Workshop for individuals with a history of
problematic substance use (PSU). The workshop was provided at two Ontario-based prisons: Warkworth
Institution in Campbellford (medium security), and Collins Bay Institution (CBI) Minimum Unit in
Kingston (minimum security; formerly Frontenac Institution). Mr. Sauvé provided the training at both
institutions.
In total, four training sessions were held (two at CBI, and two at Warkworth), per the planned delivery
model designed for the pilot. The CBI workshop was separated by two weeks between the first and
second session, and Warkworth by one week, to allow for adequate time for trainees to practice skills
8

learned in the first session. None of the scheduled sessions were delayed by institutional complications
such as lockdowns or for other security reasons. No participants were identified as being screened in for
the training who were later prevented from participating.
In total, 21 participants were screened into the training: 8 at CBI, and 13 at Warkworth. On Day 1 of the
training at CBI, however, only 5 participants attended and it was not made clear why the additional 3
people did not participate. Reasons for non-participation were not requested from the institution. At
Warkworth, 12 attended the training and it was not made clear why the 13th individual was absent. In
total for both institutions, 16 people participated in the Day 1 session, and 17 for the Day 2 session. It
was not made clear why one participant at Warkworth did not attend the Day 1 training, but did
participate in the 2nd session. All who participated in the Day 1 session were the same people to return
for the Day 2 session. Overall the pilot project met the target number of participants (16-20), based on
the estimate of providing the workshop to 8-10 participants per session. While the Warkworth session
had a slightly higher number, the initial estimate was not based on having program space available.
Access to a program room accommodated more participants than originally estimated, though the
workshop duration subsequently increased by 2 hours to allow time for everyone to share and
participate.
All materials developed for the pilot project were utilized to obtain access to the institutions and
conduct the workshop. Mr. Sauvé reported that the workshop design was conducive to delivering the
training, though the scheduled breaks were not taken by the group because there was no desire from
the group to disrupt the flow of the dialogue and information exchange that was taking place. He
suggested that the workshop design worked well, though there was some need to be flexible and adapt
for more time on certain sections as needed, based on what participants were sharing. However, he
stated that he was able to get through the complete agenda in the 2 hour timeframe for both days. He
further reported that participants appreciated having the hard-copy reports as take away materials to
use for reference, and were particularly pleased to earn a certificate at the end of the session.

Evaluation of Activities (July 2017)
The responses from the participant evaluations for Day 1 and Day 2 sessions were input into data
collection software and exported as summary reports. These reports are submitted to CCSA as a
package accompanying this report.

Preliminary Research Findings
Participant Evaluations
The general sentence breakout of the participants included: six individuals serving a life sentence; one
serving an indeterminate sentence; two people serving 10+yrs; four people serving 5-10 years; and 3
people serving 2-5 years. One person did not report on his time served. The average length of time
served to date by the cohort was 9.5 years.
A high-level review of the summary data reveals an overwhelmingly positive evaluation of the workshop
from the participants. Several key findings have been pulled from the data and are outlined to support
the overall findings from this study.
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Day 1 Evaluation Findings:
In total 17 hard copy evaluations for Day 1 were returned to SLSC, however one evaluation was left
blank. This was included in the aggregated data and appears as a ‘skipped’ response. The findings below
are based on the number of people who chose to answer each question. Out of 17 evaluations, the
lowest number of responses for any given question was 15 (i.e. for any given question, a maximum of 2
people chose not to answer it).


100% of participants stated they signed up for the training to learn a new skill, followed by
wanting to support others (94%).



94% of participants indicated they wanted to be a peer mentor going forward, 6% said ‘maybe’;
and all respondents provided feedback on the tools/supports they needed to do so. Excerpts
include:5
o

“It might be good to have a safe, quiet, private spot ie a PEC office.”

o

“Continual training in this field so I can be a positive influence on my peers and on the
outside.”

o

“Need more support may through CSC/NHQ”

o

“Support from my parole officer, correctional staff, family, friends, inmates. Tools I need
are keeping my skills ready to share, and use when I am approached.”

o

“Helping people makes me feel better about myself. Refresher courses?”



56% of participants reported it was “very important” to them to be a peer mentor, 30% said it
was “important”; 12% said it was “moderately important”.



80% felt the Day 1 training adequately prepared them to begin mentoring their peers, 20% were
unsure.



Participants liked the trainer, the opportunity for group discussion, and the simplicity of the
approach.



87% rated Mr. Sauvé as a “very good” trainer, and 13% rated him “good”.



87% rated their trust of Mr. Sauvé as “very high” and 13% rated their trust as “high”



93% agreed that the training gave them tools to improve their listening skills



100% agreed that the training gave them tools to improve their communication skills



62.5% disagreed with the statement: The training would be better if provided by professionals in
the community; 19% agreed, and 19% were unsure.



94% disagreed with the statement: The training would be better if it was provided by
correctional staff; 6% were unsure

5

In order to maintain the integrity of the qualitative data provided by the participants, for all excerpted material
SLSC has not edited the responses, and have stated them as they appear on the hard copy evaluations.
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100% agreed that the training would contribute positively to their correctional plan



100% agreed that peer mentors support healthier prison environments

All ‘additional comments’ pertaining to the Day 1 training were positive. Some key excerpts include:6
“I enjoy and like the thought of having others share as I listen and learn as well…Knowing that I can
make a difference in someone else’s life while acquiring certain skills and tools to implement in my own
life’s learning experiences. To know that I am not alone in my struggles and experiences of anxieties. I
thank St. Leonard’s Society of Canada for their support and recommendation of starting this programme
as well as all and any other involved CSC for allowing this to be given and shared within the institution.”
“I think once this Peer Mentoring catches on inside it will be beneficial to people who wish to seek a place
to confide in....”
“…To overload a addict or someone with emotional problems with a mountain of things to remember is
not going to work…the simpler you can make it the better...”
“Thank you for supporting the group it only can get better when offenders can bond together…if I’m able
to get through barriers and help just one person then I’m a success. This is something deep within my
heart to being able to help those on the outside who struggle with what I have struggled with
throughout life. Peer mentoring in a important goal in my good life process helping others is helping
myself grow strong in my abilities to finding true freedom within ones self. Thank you.”
Day 2 Evaluation Findings:
In total, 17 hard copy evaluations for Day 2 were returned to SLSC (100% completion rate overall, 12
from Warkworth and 5 from CBI). The findings below are based on the number of people who chose to
answer each question. Out of 17 evaluations, the lowest number of responses for any given question
was 14 (i.e. for any given question, a maximum of 3 people chose not to answer it).

6
7



82% had the opportunity to mentor between 1 or 2 peers between the Day 1 and Day 2
sessions. The majority of topics discussed included: stress/trauma (64%); how to serve time well
(64%); and recovery/addictions (57%)



94% reported that they would continue as a peer mentor now that training was complete, 6%
said they were unsure. 15 people provided input on the tools/supports they would need to
move forward. Excerpts include:7
o

“Active listening, set boundaries, touch base, do a follow-up, etc. Refer to a chaplain,
peer counsellor, etc. Keep myself in mind, my own well being, etc. Communicating skills.”

o

“Access to peer life mentor ie: Mr. Sauve/Lifeline InReach”

o

“More training in this field would help to better my skills as a peer mentor.”

o

“What channels or resources to guide our peers towards.”

See note 1.
See note 1.

11



53% said it was “very important” and 41% said it was “important” for them to be a peer mentor.



88% said the training had adequately prepared them to be a peer mentor, and 12% were
unsure.



70% said peer mentors were “very valuable” and 24% said they were “valuable” to supporting
healthy prison environments.



94% rated the trainer as “very good” and 6% reported him as “good”



82% stated their level of trust for the information provided by the trainer as “very high”, and
18% stated it as “high”.



76% agreed that the length of training between Day 1 and Day 2 was enough; 24% disagreed.



100% said they were able to improve their listening skills



94% said they were able to improve their communication skills, 6% were unsure.



100% agreed that they had new skills to support their own recovery process.



88% said they disagreed with the statement: The training would be better if it was provided by
correctional staff; 12% were unsure.



65% said they disagreed with the statement: The training would be better if it was provided by
community-based staff; 29% agreed; 6% were unsure.



94% agreed that the training would contribute positively to their correctional plan; 6% were unsure



100% agreed that the training would help them support others who are in recovery from
substance use.



53% agreed that the training positively impacted how others saw them; 47% were unsure



100% agreed that the training positively impacted how they see themselves



100% agreed with the statement that it is helpful for peers within the prison to mentor other prisoners.



47% agreed that it would be more helpful to bring in mentors who have already been released
to the community; 35% were unsure; 18% disagreed.



100% agreed that access to a peer mentor positively contributes to prisoners’ correctional plans.

All ‘additional comments’ pertaining to the Day 2 training were positive. Some key excerpts include:8
“it was a learning experience as well as an eye opener to know that their are individuals with whom one
can approach and share what is troubling them…and being able to give my support as a good listener.”
“I learned that I have a lot of tolerance and empathy for people and there plights. Living through my own
experiences has taught me a lot about myself as well.”

8

See note 1.
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“it helps a person grow within himself to reach out and help someone who struggles with demons we as
addicts all suffer with.”
“It was refreshing to have a program run by one of our peers and good to see the initiative of C.S.C. to
recognize the benefits of these programs.”
While further analysis on the evaluation data would be beneficial, preliminary findings suggest a strong
level of satisfaction for peer supported training. Of particular significance is the level of trust achieved by
the peer mentor trainer after only 2 days of training. Earning the trust and confidence of this population
in order to support pro-social, healthy, positive goals in such a rapid manner is an enviable achievement
for anyone within the criminal justice system working to support successful outcomes of prisoners.
Further, it is significant to see that 100% of participants felt the training would support their own
recovery process even though the training is about supporting their peers. Further to this, 100% agreed
that the training would help them to support others who are in recovery from substance abuse.

Trainer Feedback
Consultation with Mr. Sauvé following the training sessions identified a high degree of satisfaction with
the workshop design and opportunity to train the participants. He offered insight on several areas based
on feedback he has received during and after the training, including: participant feedback, workshop
outcomes, and potential for moving forward.
Mr. Sauvé reported that there was a high degree of satisfaction from the participants with the training
overall. He reported that all the participants arrived promptly and were enthusiastic about participating,
and told him they enjoyed the workshop when it was complete. He reported that the discussions were
in-depth and engaging, that “the time flew by” and participants did not utilize the breaks built into the
workshop since they did not want to disrupt the flow of the information exchange. He further reported
on the diversity of the group of participants both culturally and from a mental and/or physical health
perspective. This was significant to him since prison culture often contributes to exclusivity among
certain ethno-cultural groups. Sharing openly with others and uniting on common issues was seen to be
a unique opportunity that should be underscored.
When reporting on the Day 2 sessions, Mr. Sauvé noted that participants appeared to have utilized the
training skills from Day 1, and that doing so allowed them to reflect on their own skills in the process. He
suggested that the nature of the workshop created an open atmosphere, and that participants were
likely comfortable sharing because they could all relate to each other. Additionally, it was suggested that
the nature of the workshop allowed participants to be comfortable disclosing issues related to PSU;
whereas in traditional programs participants would be tentative in sharing for fear of being reported.
During the evaluation portion of the workshop, Mr. Sauvé noted that some participants asked him how
the form should be filled out – he encouraged them to provide honest feedback. He also assured them
that the forms were voluntary, and that they did not have to fill out anything they were not comfortable
with. It was Mr. Sauvé’s impression that traditional programs have a lot of “jargon” and that participants
feel as though they are filling out evaluations for the facilitator rather than for themselves.
In regard to the potential for moving forward, it was suggested that institutional nurses are experiencing
challenges with having prisoners access the Peer Education Counsellor (PEC). The potential may exist to
have people trained as peer mentors collaborate with the PEC to enhance existing supports for PSU
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within the prison. Currently, the PEC has less to do with counselling, and have more to do with providing
supplies for supporting healthier prisons such as bleach-kits for clean needles, condoms, and other items
aimed at preventing the spread of infectious diseases. According to Mr. Sauvé and his discussion with
the participants, inmates are hesitant to access the PEC since doing so implicates or identifies as a druguser or being sexually active both to other inmates and correctional staff.

Institutional Feedback
Institutional Feedback – Warkworth Institution, Programs Manager
On August 3, 2017, SLSC consulted with the Program Manager at Warkworth who provided feedback on
the screening process, impressions of the workshop, and PSU-related challenges at the institution.
Overall, the feedback was positive and indicates potential for expanding access to the training.
In regard to the screening process, it was reported that the information sheet was put onto the closed
circuit television system which did not generate interest in the training. His impression of this outcome
was that the program is voluntary, and the incentive to participate or potential benefits are not
immediately apparent to the inmates. He further suggested that since this was a new opportunity,
inmates might be less likely to try it out since they seem to prefer ‘word of mouth’ referrals from their
peers. The program manager spoke with the prisoner group Chairs to support recruitment of candidates,
and through that process was able to facilitate interest. He noted that he believed the information sheet
contained all the necessary information, and that the intent of the research and workshop were clear.
Further, he confirmed that no one was prevented from taking the training who had expressed interest in
participating.
SLSC asked about any feedback that was received by participants following the training, and it was
acknowledged that there were only positive comments. He noted that some admitted to signing up for
the training “for brownie points”, but that overall those with whom he spoke seemed to enjoy the
training. To date, however, he has not received additional requests for training, and had not received
feedback from institutional staff about the workshop.
When asked about the impact of peer mentors such as Mr. Sauvé within the institution, he
acknowledged that the availability of peer mentors is a good initiative. In particular, he highlighted that
the availability of non-core programs is something Warkworth is interested in expanding. Core-programs
are mandatory for prisoners, and being “forced” to do something changes the way they participate and
learn. The availability of programs from peer mentors generates a different motivation to participate,
because the individuals make the choice to be there.
The Program Manager acknowledged reviewing the workshop material in advance, and highlighted that
it fit in well and is complementary to the material/skills taught in core programs. The workshop
provides a unique chance to reinforce core-program skills through an opportunity that resonates with
inmates. Additionally, the Program Manager stated that there is a significant number of people (approx.
20%) who do not meet the criteria for being screened into core programs. There is a challenge in
meeting the needs of these individuals, and the responsibility falls onto the Institutional Parole Officers
(IPOs) to find them programs – and a lack of available ‘low-intensity’ training makes this difficult.
In addition to reinforcing core programs and creating a new referral source for IPOs, it was suggested
that the workshop provided an opportunity to meet an institutional challenge related to PSU: identifying
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people who are struggling with their recovery process. Outside of the traditional security measures used
to address PSU within the prison, a major challenge to addressing PSU is being responsive to those who
are struggling with cravings and addictions. Traditional options include maintenance programs such as
Drug Interdiction and Contraband Eradication plan (known as DICE), which can be seen as punitive;
however, the workshop creates opportunities for staff to have a less intrusive means of identifying those
who are struggling. The availability of the workshop helps to contribute to the identification of those
with recovery needs; and also helps the inmates to identify and support peers who are in need.
In regard to potential for expanding access to the workshop, the Program Manager suggested future
coordination with the prison nurses. The potential exists to coordinate with and/or train Peer Education
Counsellors (PEC) to enhance access to the support that is presently available but under-utilized within
the prison. There is willingness to work with SLSC on future expansion in this regard.

Institutional Feedback – Collins Bay Institution Minimum Unit, Social Programs Officer
On August 3, 2017, SLSC consulted with the Social Programs Officer (SPO) at CBI who provided feedback
on the screening process, impressions of the workshop, and PSU-related challenges at the institution.
Overall, the feedback was positive and indicates potential for expanding access to the training.
The SPO noted challenges to the screening process by only posting the information sheet and
broadcasting it on the closed circuit television, which did not yield enough interest to warrant workshop
delivery. He further confirmed that liaising with the prisoner group Chairs was the most effective means
of delivering information to the inmates about the workshop. He was satisfied with the level of
information contained in the information sheet, but also appreciated the opportunity to speak with Mr.
Rives and Mr. Sauvé about the training. He further stated that no inmates were prevented from taking
the training due to security or other concerns.
One participant communicated to the SPO that he saw value in the training. More specifically, the
individual noted that it was helpful in learning how to get people talking, and knowing more about how
to refer them in the right direction for assistance. The SPO did not have any feedback from other
institutional staff about the training,
When asked about the impact of peer mentors such as Mr. Sauvé and Mr. Rives within the institution,
the SPO stated that impact is “tremendous”. He stated that the inmates appreciate having the
opportunity to speak with them, and that the information offered by the expert peer mentors has more
credence than when it comes from staff or other inside contractors since the level of trust is much
higher with a peer.
Due to CBI’s minimum security level, the SPO did not see significant challenges to controlling substance
use within the prison, stating that their biggest challenge was related to tobacco. However, he also
noted that inmates do not come to staff regarding their recovery needs but instead prefer to access
community volunteers, Alcoholics Anonymous, or Narcotics Anonymous groups. Inmates are reluctant
to open up to staff for fear of negative repercussions, especially since staff have legal ramifications
depending on the type of information they are told. As a result of this, the SPO felt that it was important
for inmates to have the opportunity to speak to someone about their recovery – and a peer mentor
meets that need well.
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SLSC sought feedback on how to build on the impact of the workshop, and it was suggested by the SPO
that there should be a follow up session with those who were trained to find out about whether the
training had a positive impact. According to the SPO, only the inmates would know about whether it was
effective, since their mentoring activities would not likely be communicated to staff. Additionally, he
believed this workshop goes “hand in hand” with the Peer Education Counsellor (PEC), and should be
part of their training. Given the scope of the workshop, there was a clear opportunity to align the
workshop with the role of the PEC. He further indicated his willingness to support SLSC with an
expansion in this area if the opportunity to do so was made available.

Recommendations for Expanding Access and Areas for Further Study
The shortened timeframe for comprehensive analysis due to unanticipated delays limited SLSC’s
capacity to investigate recommendations for expanding access to the workshop. However; in addition to
the evaluation summaries above, the follow up interviews by phone with Mr. Sauvé, the Program
Manager at Warkworth, and the Social Programs Officer at CBI provide context for the
recommendations. Based on the initial review of information obtained, taken together with the
outcomes stated in SLSC’s preliminary report, the findings indicate that expanding access to the Train
the Trainer in Peer Mentoring Workshop for prisoners with PSU is feasible. However; it is recommended
that any preliminary expansion be coordinated through a research-based approach.

Recommendations for Expanding Access
1. Pilot the workshop at Beaver Creek Medium and Minimum Institutions. Rick Sauvé has indicated
that there is interest from both medium and minimum institutions in receiving the workshop
training.
2. Offer additional opportunities for training at Warkworth Institution. Following the first
opportunity provided, it has been indicated that after hearing about the workshop additional
prisoners have expressed interest in receiving the training.
3. Frame the workshop as a referral opportunity for Institutional Parole Officers (IPO). Once
prisoners have completed their core programs, their opportunity for further learning and skill
building becomes limited. Presently, it is the responsibility of the IPO to determine additional
programs that prisoners should take. Having the workshop as a standing option would support IPOs
in making referrals to opportunities that address PSU within the institution and support the longer
term goals for community reintegration.
4.

Collaborate with Prison Health Services. Providing the workshop to Peer Education Counsellors
within the institutions (PEC) may generate an opportunity for enhancing available services through
this resource. Approaching this through a collaborative approach with the institutional nurse(s) may
be beneficial.

5. Expand the workshop to include a third day. Findings suggest that a one-on-one debrief with the
expert peer mentor is desired by trainees. This would allow for an opportunity to have open
dialogue with a trusted and experienced peer mentor to address any challenges related to PSU that
they may hesitate to discuss in a group environment.
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6. Identify ethical boundaries to staff. In order to maintain the integrity of the workshop design and
principle of providing peer support to prisoners, it is important that expert peer mentors are not
put in a position of “reporting” to staff/IPOs about participants’ involvement with the training.
7. Consider options for community based training. Finding opportunities to maintain peer support
within the community may provide an enhanced mechanism for maintaining fidelity to the training.
Further, it would support long term goals of successful community reintegration by addressing the
PSU-related challenges to people released from prison.

Recommendations for Further Study
1. Consult with Advisory Group on Preliminary Findings. Given the time constraints placed on the
pilot project for the reporting period, SLSC highly recommends circulating the preliminary findings
and reports to the Advisory Group for their insight on the implications, and for feedback on
expanding access and areas for further study. Ideally, another in-person consultation would provide
the opportunity to have meaningful discussion in a timely way to support any plans to expand
access to the workshop.
2. Conduct more comprehensive data analysis on evaluations. Given the time constraints placed on
the pilot project for the reporting period, only summary data was able to be produced on the
evaluations. It may be worthwhile to investigate the trends in the data more closely in order to
target recommendations for expansion.
3. Conduct a follow up session at CBI and Warkworth. SLSC recommends a follow up session in fall
2017 to connect with participants and solicit their feedback on whether the training has been of
use, and any potential impact it has had. It would also offer an opportunity to measure whether
fidelity to the model is being maintained.
4. Revise workshop materials and data collection tools. Based on the preliminary findings, adjust the
workshop materials and data collection tools to optimize data collection. This is particularly
important should the opportunity arise to collaborate with prison health services via the PEC.
5. Seek additional mentors to deliver the training. Accessing at least one additional peer mentor
trainer, to introduce a new variable to the study would lend itself to a more comprehensive
analysis. For example, it would be important to better understand whether the success of this initial
phase is attributed to Mr. Sauvé, the workshop material/design, or both.
SLSC would be pleased to undertake a more comprehensive analysis of the data collected to help inform
any expansion activities that CCSA is interested in.
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Appendix A: Institutional Package
Institutional Information Sheet
Screening Questions for Potential Trainees
Facilitator Checklist for Screening Questions
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Appendix B: Letters of Support
Memorandum – Collins Bay Institution
Memorandum – Warkworth Institution

22

23

24

25

26

