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to have a Substance Use Disorder than the to have a Substance Use Disorder than the 
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In 2005, an estimated 22.2 million persons aged 12 or older were classified 
with substance dependence or abuse in the past year.  National Household Survey 
on Drug Use and Health, 2005.
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∗∗ Survey administered via mailSurvey administered via mail
∗∗ MultiMulti--level level (Head of state agency, facility administrator, staff)(Head of state agency, facility administrator, staff)
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CJ Risk Assessment
• Actuarial based Models  
• Tied to CJ Decisions 
• Historically used as a tool to determine severity of 

sanction/punishment
• 5 Main Factors

– Age of first arrest
– Number of arrests and/or convictions
– Number of failed attempts on probation (or parole)
– Number of incarcerations
– Number of escapes
– Substance Abuse

• Main Tools:  
– Composite Score of Criminal History
– Wisconsin Risk/Needs
– Level of Service Inventory



SA Screening Tools
• Screen for SA Problem (Based on DSM-IV)
• Triage Method
• In CJ, used to identify which of the offenders to be 

referred for clinical assessment
• Many tools exist:

– CSAT’s SSI
– ASI
– Sassi
– TCU Drug Use Screen
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Risk Tools:  Few In Place
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Favored Tools
• Dr Tx Prison:  ASI (55%), TCUDS-II (39%)

• Generic Prison:  SASSI (39%), TCUDS-II or ASI 
(33%)

• Jail:  ASI (58%), MAST (29%)

• State Comm Corr:  SASSI (58%), ASI (47%)

• Local Comm Corr:  SASSI (46%), ASI (43%)



Adoption & Implementation of SA Tool
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Impact of SA Tool on Tx, Referral
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Referral Services by Use of SA Tool—p<.01 for prisons, State CC, and Local CC
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∗∗ Adoption:  Adoption:  
Facilities are less likely to adopt Risk Tools, more likely to Facilities are less likely to adopt Risk Tools, more likely to 
adopt SA Tooladopt SA Tool
Adoption Patterns Impair Ability to Put in Place Research on Adoption Patterns Impair Ability to Put in Place Research on 
TxTx Matching (Sensitive to Risk & SA Needs)Matching (Sensitive to Risk & SA Needs)
Little Selection of Offenders into Programs Little Selection of Offenders into Programs 

∗∗ Implementation:  Implementation:  
Use of Tools Unrelated to Nature of Services Provided, but Use of Tools Unrelated to Nature of Services Provided, but 
Facilities that Offer High Intensity TX are more Likely to AdoptFacilities that Offer High Intensity TX are more Likely to Adopt
SA Tools but not implement widelySA Tools but not implement widely
Use of Active Referral Strategies Increases Odds of Use and Use of Active Referral Strategies Increases Odds of Use and 
Implementation of SA ToolsImplementation of SA Tools
Presence of Risk Tool in System Increases Odds of Use & Presence of Risk Tool in System Increases Odds of Use & 
Implementation of SA ToolsImplementation of SA Tools

∗∗ Size of Correctional Population Does Not Affect Size of Correctional Population Does Not Affect 
Adoption or ImplementationAdoption or Implementation

Screening, Assessment, Screening, Assessment, TxTx Intensity & ReferralsIntensity & Referrals
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∗∗ Cross sectional survey Cross sectional survey -- does not examine does not examine 
historical influence of factors or casual historical influence of factors or casual 
relationshipsrelationships

∗∗ SelfSelf--report by administrators on report by administrators on 
programs/ services and EBPsprograms/ services and EBPs

∗∗ May be subject to overreporting of May be subject to overreporting of 
programs/services due to perceived social programs/services due to perceived social 
desirability of certain answersdesirability of certain answers

∗∗ Familiarity with nomenclature may have Familiarity with nomenclature may have 
affected responses to questionsaffected responses to questions

Limitations of the SurveyLimitations of the Survey
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