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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The goals of this survey were to obtain Maine management
and labor (1) perceptions/estimates of the adverse effects of
alcohol and illegal drug use/abuse on work performance in the
Maine workplace and (2) evaluations of existing workplace
treatment/referral programs that address these problems. It
is important to note that this study did not involve estimates
of workplace drug use/abuse in general including non-worktime
or other alcohol/illegal drug use/abuse that is not related to
work performance.

Questionnaires were gent to (1) all chief executive
officers of non-governmental Maine companies/cgencies that had
at least one union local and (2) the stewards of all union
locals at these companies. This included 192 companies with
209 locations (sites) and 188 unions with 338 locals. The
results are based upon usable questionnaires from 96 company
sites and 77 union locals,

The management responses represented 22,251 employees cof
whom 15,178 were members of union locals., The labor responses
represented 12,134 members. Forty two percent (42%) of the
management and 33% of the labor responses were from locations
with more than 100 employees/members. Over 40 types of
primary services/products of the company were represented by
the respondents with the major ones being paper, paper
products, wood, lumber, construction, textiles, and
transportation.

An overview of the results concerning the impact of




alcohol and illegal drug use/abuse on work performance is as
follows:
. 1. A large percentage of both management and labor
estimates are that 0% of the employees (both
hourly and salaried) had problems with worksite

alcohol and illegal drug use/abuse as measured

by reduced work performance.

2. For those that estimated that there is a
problem, the large majority estimate that less
than 5% of the salaried and hourly workers had
problems as measured by reduced work
performance,

3. Both management and labor tend to estimate that
the problem (if it exists) was greater for
hourly than for salaried workers.

4, Labor estimates of the problem are higher than
the estimates of management,

5. Both management and labor see alcchel as a
greater problem than illegal drugs in terms of
reduced work production.

The results concerning the presence/absence and quality
of worksite substance abuse/use programs are summarized as
follows:

1. Although there is a tendency for larger company

sites and larger union locals to have programs
to treat/refer individuals with alcohol/illegal
drug problems, over 1/3 of the gsites/locals

with over 200 members/emplcyees do not have

1
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6.

programs/services to address the problem of
substance abuse at the workplace.

The presence/absence of programs/services may
be related te the type of industry and sex of
the employee. For those responding, the paper
industry has a high rate of programs while the
textile/fabric (primarily women) and
construction (mobile workforce) industries have
few programs,

None of the treatment/referral programs/
servicey are sponsored by the union only and
the majority of the programs/services are off
the company grounds.

The mosgt common reasong both management and
labor give for the absence of programs/services
include the lack of a problew, the lack of need
for the service, and the company is not large
enough to need such a program.

The mwost common managerent and labor positive
evaluations of existing programs are that the

program works and confidentiality.

The negative comments vary and do not indicate
a common trend.

The recommended changes emphasize the need for
better communication and the training of
supervisors and employees,

Less than 12% of the locals and slightly over

50% of the management received a report




concerning the number of individualg served by
these programs.

9. Comparisons between management and labor
regsponges fromw the same location suggest thot
when only one union is involved, both
managerent and labor tend to agree (positive or
negative) in their evaluation of the
program/service,

10. When multiple unions are located at a single
gsite, there are differences botween union
locals and between uwnion/management as to the
positive and negative characteristics of the
existing programs,

Overall, the recults of this survey suggest a large
percentage of the management and laber respondents estimate
that either 0% or lesgs than 5% of the emplovees had workeite
alechol and illegal drug use/abuse problems as measured by
work performance difficulties over the past vear. Purther,
there appears to be more management,’labor agreerent than
disagrecrent ae to the value of, and need for, substance
abuse programs,/services at the workplace. A majoer overall
proklem ig the lack of, or poor, communications. Some of the
findings of this survey appear to be incongistent with

carlier regsearch conducted at worksites outside of Maine.




ntroduction/Review of Literature

There has been a gsignificant increase in publicly
expressed concern related to subhstance abusge in general and
substance abuse in vhe workploos, Although xoost individials
agree that there i¢ a significant worksite substance abuse
problem, many have expressed concern about the statements
related to the extent and work performance impact of the
problems and the proposed solutions which often lack an
¢bhjective information bage,

The "factg" related to ingtances of substance abuse,
sub:stanve of cheive, eto,, are often in conflict. Por
exanple, dees the inrease in arrests in Maine for cocaine
sales/digtribution signiiy (1) better law enforcement, (2) an
increase in overall drug use, (3) a change in drug preference
by current drug users or (4) a combination c¢f many factors?
Was the use of the §00~COCAINE number due to an existing or a
new problem? How do any of these apply to Maine? Your
"soluticen" to the substance albuse problem is highly dependent
upon which "ancwer" vou gelect.

Regardless of the conflicts, there are a number c¢f
consistent findings of regearch conducted in other statee.!

1. Alcohol is by far the wmogt abused/misused drug

in general and in the workplace.

I Tor a summrary sees  "Alcohol and Drugs in the Workplace:
Cost, Controls and Controversies," RBureau of National Affairs,
1986 and the various studies conducted by the Maine Alcohol and
Drug Abuse Planning Committee, State House S$tation 11, Augusta,
Maine




Alcohol abuse/misuse is the most problematic
drug in the workplace.

It is estimated that 7-8% of the workforce
abuse alcohol. The estimates of use of
marijuana (2-3%), amphetamines and cocaine
follow in decreasing order of use by the
workforce.,

Although research has suggested that there is
no major sex difference in terms of the ¢ of
men and women with substance abuse problems,
women (including those in the workplace) are
less likely to ke identified as having a drug
abuse problem and less likely to be referred
for treatment.

The percentage of workers with worksite
drug/alcohol problems may differ in terms of
type of industry (e.g., construction) and/or
job (e.g, electrician).

Substance abuse by managers "may" be higher
than that by hourly workers, 2

Both management and labor may engage in
"denial" in terms of their observations or
identification of substance use/abuse by
employees/members. This may lead to the
complete denial or underestimation of the
probler,

This "denial" may result in behavior by

See Business Research Publications, New York, 1986
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10.

11.

12.

management, co-workers, etc., that allows the
employee/member to continue to use/abuse
drugs/alcohel in the workplace.

Substance use/abuse during non-worktime may or may
not affect work performance.

A treatment program may be viewed as a "bargaining"
issue rather than as an approach that hkenefits the
individual, organized labor, and the company.
Studies conducted in other states estimate the
financial loss due to workplace substance abuse at
$500-51,000 an employee. The individual substance
abusing employee is estimated to cost the company
(lost productivity, destroying company property,
increased wmedical insurance, etc.) over $7,000 a
year,

Evaluations of Employee Assistance Programs have

shown that they can save the employer money.

It is not clear how the above apply to the over 373,000

Maine citizens in the non-governmental workforce and the

approximately 79,000 members of the labor organizations in

this workforce, Based upon Maine statistics3 it is estimated

that 10~-12% of the adult population are abusing substances tu

such a degree that it severely interferes with their work,

social behavior and/or health. An additional 10-12%

37 The Maine Alcohol and Drug Abuse Planning Committee and

other State agencies, have conducted a number of studies of the

substance abuse problem as it relates to the Maine population
in general, various age groups, county jail inmates, etc.
These reports are available upon request.

9




periodically

hang-over),

health.
sex, age, and

misuse/abuse
interferes with
social behaviors

The problem appears

income gr

oups .

work

agubstances in

such a

mannewy

that it

(e.y., Monday morning

(e.d., OULI;, tawily lite and/or
to be equally evident acrogu

It is not clear how these

prokblems relate to Maine management and labor estimates of

worksite substance use/abuse on work performance,

The purposes of this survey were to identify management

and labor perceptiong/e

gtimates

of

(1)

the impact of

workplace substance abuse/wisuse upon work performance and

(2) the value of workplace substance abuse

Prograns,

In order to reach these goals, it

Wi

treatnent/refeoerral

goetermined

that a gurvey of Maine wanagement and labor estimates wnd

evaluaticns could provide baric and preliminary information

that could be utilized to clarify a number of Maine 1

concerning these problems.

BSOS

Although the methodology employed did not lend itself to

"hard regearch" and "facts",

it allowed for the

systematic

collection and analysis of estimates and evaluatiocns of a

large and diverge group ¢f representatives of mpanagement and

labor.

The regults reprecent the analysis of the responses

of over 160 individuals frow various size compaunies/union

locals throughout the State that produce over 40 different

products.

The methodology employed alse has lirmits and the results

must be considered within these limits.

Although the

responses represent the interest of diverse groups,

companies/enployees producing various products, geographical

1)




areas of the state, etc., it may be inappropriate to
generalize to all non-governwental companies/agencies or a

o

gpecific company/agency not included in the survey. However,
the results clearly show that the "facts" are diverse and
that we nust deal with this diversity if we are to
effectively addregss the issues related to alcohol and illegal

drug use in the workplace.




Approach/Methodoloqy

The survey of managerment and labor was conducted during
the rall of 1986. Detailed descriptions of the wethodology,
design of the questionnaire, etc., are contained in Appendix
A,

In order to obtain the perspectives of both management
and labor, this survey included (1) the chief executive
officer of all Maine non-governmental companies/agencies that
had at least one local organized employee group and (2) the
steward of union locals that represented employees in thecooe
companies//agencies. The names of the cempanieg/agencies and
union lucale were obtained from the Maine RBureau of Labor

Standardg. The following pregents a summwary of the number of
companies,//agencies and union localg surveyved and
gquestionnaires returned.

1. Total surveyed

a. Companies: 192

k. Unionss: 148
2. Different locations: Some companies and unions

were located at more than one site. A

guestionnaire was sent to each site.

a. Company sites receiving questionnaire: 209
b. Union locals (sites) receiving
questionnaire: 338
3. Questionnaire returned
a. Company gites: 115 or 55% of the sites

b. Union locals: 107 or 32% of the sites

12




5.

Usable questionnaires
a. Company siteg: 96
b. Union localg: 77
Labor/Management responses from the same gite (N=30)

a. Company gitess 30

b. Union localg: 42

The questionnaires (see Appendix B) were designed to

elicit information related to the specific worksite. There

were four major areag of interest,

1.

r3

Employee/company informations:

a. Management guestionnaire: total
eplovery, nuvber of locvals and total
memwbership, primary type of employvee
(e¢.¢ey machinist), and product/service of
this company site.

b, Labor questionnaire: total employees,
total memberchip of their local, primary
type of emplovee of local, and primary
product/cervice at this company site.

Worksite gsubstance use/abuse: both management

and labor were asked for estimates of the

percentage of employees whose work performance
was adversely affected during the last year
due to the use/abuse of alcohel or illegal
drugs.

Worksite treatment/referral servicews: both

management and labor were acked to provide

characteristics (sponsorship, location, nunber

13




served and positive/negative aspects) of their

existing workeite programs for treating/

referring workers who have problems with

alcohol/drugs at the worksite.
4. Absence of worksite treatment/referral

services: both management and labor were

asked to give what they thought were the

reasons why substance abuse programs did not

exist at the particular worksite and what

would be required for a successful program.
This report is bared upon the response of 96 company
sitec and 77 union locals.  Although the results reprecent
estimates, attitudes, and opinionsg, these are often the haeigs
of wmajor decisions concerning the problems of, and solutiong
to, subgtance use/abuge in the workplace. In contrast to
many approaches, this report samples and compares/contrasteg
the opiniong, estimates, etce., of 173 individuals who
reprecent a broad gpectrum of Maine industry and organized

labor.




Results

The results of the survey are based upon the responses of
repregsentatives of 96 company sites and 77 union locals. The
information is presented primarily in the form of freguency:
the number of company sites and local unions providing a
particular response.

The management and labor responses are presented in eight
sections that follow the questionnaire ocutline.

I. The number of emplovees and union local
menbers.

IT. Primary type of workers and gervice/product
of the company .

I1I. Estimates of work performance deficits due
to alcohol and illegal drug problems at the
worksite.

IV. S8tructured programs to refer/treat worksite
substance use/abuse.

V. Sponsor, location and reports concerning
worksite treatwment/referral programs.

VI. The reason why a treatment/referral program
does not exist at the location,

VII. Evaluations of existing worksite treatment/

referral prograns.

VIII. Comparison of management,labor responses

from the same site.
Although there are temptations to utilize complex

analyses, such would be inappropriate and may result in

[N
]




misleading statements. Within the limits of thipg survey,
frequency of responges, comparigsons between the regponses of
various groups, and comparisons with previcus findings, have
resulted in sufficient and significant information that can
be utilized to develop strategies to address some of the
issues and further study the problems.

The results must also be interpreted within the
constraints of a survey. Due to the lack of controls,

randemness, etc., it may be inappropriate to generalize the

results to the "Maine workplace.® Fortunately, the rospoenses
of the 173 individuals who returned usable gquestionnaires,
represent the cstimates/perspectives of a diverce group of
management representatives Junion stewards, working in a wide
variety of industries located throughout the state.
Regardless of the "facts", hisgtory has shown that the success
of substance uge/abuse law enforcement, prevention, education
and treatwent is highly dependent upon the perceptions of the

groups addrecsing the problem,

16




I. The Nuwber of Employees and Union Local Memberg,

Table 1 presents the number of employeces/menbers
represented by cowpany sites and union locals that responded
to the survey. The 96 company responses represent 22,251
employees with 15,178 being wenbers of organized labor. The
77 union local regponses represent a membership of 12,134.

The union local information related to total erployces at

-t

these locaticns ig not usable.

The sizes cof the responding company sites and union
loecals are of significance, Table 2 shows that the cowpany
cltes average 221 ewnployvecs with 158 being newbers of
organized labor. he average union local at these sites Laws
107 wenbers. The union locals are logcated at aiteg averaging
202 union members with their local averaging 158 mewbers,
Table 3 shows that 42% of the company gites and 33% of the
union localg have more than 100 emplovses/menhers,

It is c¢lear that wany of the company sites and union
locals invoelved in thic survey have sufficient
enplovecs/moenbors to have at least a noticeable problem with
substance use/abuse in the workplace, I one utilizes
naticnal estimates of worksite use/abuse (7-8% alcohol, 2-3%
marijuana, etc.), 28% (N=27) of the responding company sites
and 209 (MN=15) of the responding union locals would

expericnce each vear, 20 or wmore epployees/wenbers with

severe substance usefabuce problems,




Table 1

Number of Employees

Management Responses

Company sites: g
Total omployee 22,25
Number of 10&@1“: 14
Loecal mewberships 15,17

fjl
Average Nunber of

Management Responses

Average emplovees: oAy

(96 company sites)
Averayge union wemberchip
of 96 cowpany
Average local
(142 ‘lt"bdl J)

3
vembershiipe 10

it
The Number of Company
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IT. Primary Type of Workers and Service/Product of the Company

The respondinyg company sites and union locals represent o
broad bage of "types of werkers" (e.g., electrician). However,
a sufficient number of a particular type of worker was not
represented to alloew for a wmeaningful analysis of the problem
at it relates tu job type.

Table 4 presents the primary productg/services of the sites
as identified by labkor and management. The respongses
represented over 40 products/services with gignificant nunbers
representing paper, lLunber/wood preoducts, construction,
transportation, fabrice textiles, utilities, oto,

Approximately 729 of the products/eeorvicer are reprogsentoed by

both managenent and labor respongos,

[




Table 4

Primary Tvpe of Product/Service of
Companies of Respondenta

Labor Management
Service/Product Response Regponge
Paper 23

tJ CC

Paper Products
Lumber

wWood Producte
Wood (Wooduman)
Congtruction
Pabrics,Textile
Transportation
Food Provesszing
Health Care
Newspaper
Printing
ODtilitics
Elevator Inst. /Repair
Metal Containere
Legal Services
Pipeline (0il)
Truck/Car Saleg
Sheet Metal

B R R R

[
e
[

I b e i DD a0 () fad b S L
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insurance -
Food Digtribution -
Chemicals -
Otherd 2 1
77 47b
@ Other reflects regponses of a single product/service varving
from sales (not identified) to wholesale distribution (product

not identified).

F One company cite identified 2 major products (paper and wooed
products) .




ITr, Estimates of Work Performance Deficits Due to Alcohol
and Illegal Drug Problems at the Worksite.

Table 5 presentg the union local's ectiwates of the
percentage of employees (salaried and hourly) whose work
performange was adversely affected during the last vear due to
alcohol and illegal drug use, Advergely was defined as a work
performance level that wags lower than usual for the individual
and included increased absenteeciom and reduced production. The
following presents an overview of labor's response:

1. Don't know: Although union looal respoendents

were asked to estimate, with the cxception of
the estimate of proeblews with alceohel for hourlr

g, the most frequent response is "“don't

£

worker
know." Thig recponse may be due in part to not
wishing to identify the problem in writing.

2. Dstimates of the problem: Union local

respondents are less apt to estimate the problem

(use don't know, not applicable or leave it
blank) when it appliegs to salaried workera.

3. Estimates of no (0%) problers at the worksite:
Table 5 showg that a large percentage of the
union locals estirate that 0% of the workers at
the gite had a substance use/abuse problem that

resulted in a work performance problem.




Table 5

The Number of Union Locals Estimating Various Percentages of
Workers with Work Performance Problems Due to Alcohol and
Illegal Drug Use/Abuse at the Worksite

Number of Responses for Each Category

Alcohol Illegal Drugs
Estimate of Salaried Hourly Salaried Hourly
Problem ... Worker  Worker  __ _ Worker Worker
0% 168 15 15 19
0+~5% 8 28 5 14
5.1-10% 2 3 1 8
10.1-% L2 J3 .9 L2
Sub Total 28 49 21 43
Don't know 30 24 33 25
Not Applicable 2 1 2 1
Blank 17 3 21 .8
Sub Total 49 28 56 34
Total 77 77 77 77

d 16 union local respondents estimate that 0% (none) of the salaried
workers at their worksite had a probler with substances that resulted
in impaired work performance.

22




0% estimates related to salaried workers:
Of the union locals making estimates, 57%
estimate no (0%) work performance prohbloems
due to alcohol, and 71% estimate no (0%)
work performance problems due to illegal
drug use/abuse at the worksite by salaried
workers.

0% estimates related to hourly workers: Of
the union locals making estimates, 31%
estimate no (0%) problems due to alcohol,
and 44% estimate no (0%) problems due to
illegal drug use/abuse at the worksite by
hourly workers.

Summary:. A significant number of union
locals making estimates, estimate that 0% of
the hourly and salaried workers had work

performance problems due to worksite

substance use/abuse,

Union locals estimates that over 5% of the

workers had work performance problems due to

alcohol/drug use/abuse at the worksite:

@

Over 5% estimates related to salaried
workers: Of the union locals making
estimates, 14% estimate that over 5% of the
salaried workers had a work performance
problem due to alcohol and 6% estimate that
over 5% had a probklem due to illegal drugs.

Over 5% estimates related to hourly workers:

23




Of the union locals making estimateg, 12%
estimate that over 5% of the hourly workers
had a work performance problem due to
alcohol, and 23% estimate that over 5% of
the hourly workers had problems due to
illegal drug use.

¢. Summary: Only a small percentage of the
estimates made by union locals are close to
the percentages (7-8%) found in studies
conducted in other states concerning work
performance deficits due to substance
abuge.

5, Summary: For the union locals making estimates,
a large percentage estimate no (0%) work
performance problems due to alcohol or illegal
drug use at the worksite. Por the respondents
estimating that 1% or more of the employees had
work performance prcblems due to substance
abuse, the problem is seen as greater amony
hourly workers than awmong salaried workers. The
respondents that estirate that the problem

involves more than 5% of the hourly workers,

also estimate that illegal drugs may be a
problem equal to alcohol for hourly workers,

Table 6 presents the management (company site) estimates

of work performance problems due to alcohol and illegal drug
use for salaried and hourly workers. The following presents

an overview of management's responses.

24




Table 6

The Number of Management Sites Estimating Various Percentageg of
Workers with Work Perforwance Problems Due to Alcohol and Illegal
Drug Use/Abuse at the Worksite

Nuwber of Rusponses for Bach Category

Alcohol Illegal Drugs
Estimate of Salaried Hourly Salaried Hourly
broblem Worker  Worker  Worker  Worker

5 453 36 54 41
04+-5% 19 27 6 21
5,1-10% 4 9 3 4
10.1% 5 3 2 B

S 5

Suly Total 73 7 6 ¥
Don't Know 16 16 21 22
Not Applicable 2 2 3 2
Blank 5 3 8 4
Suly Total 24 21 31 “9
Total 96 96 896 96

& 45 resgpondents estimate that 02 (none) of the salaried workers at
their site had a problem with substances that resulted in impaired wor.
performance.




Don't know: Although the percentage of "don't
know" responses ig relatively high, it is
lower than that of the union local responses,
This could also reflect a relatively high
concern related to identifying the problem in
writing.

Estimates of the problem: Management's
failure to estimate the problem is highly
dependent upon the populatiocon and the
substance with from 1/4 to 1/2 of the
responses being "don't know" or "not
applicable®.

sstimates of no (0%) preblems at the
worksite: Table 6 shows that a large
percentage of the management cites that mwade

e

x

estimates, estimate no (0%) work performanc
problems due to illegal drug or alcohol use/
abuse at the worksite,

a. % estimates related to salaried workers:

Of the managerent sites making estirmates,

42% estimate no (0%) work performance
problems due tc alcohol, and 83% estimate
no (0%) proklems due to illegal drug
use/abuse at the worksite by salaried
workers.

b. 0% estimates related to hourly workers:
Of the management sites making estimates,

48% estimate no (0%) work performance

problems due to alcohol, and 61% estimate

26




no (0%) work performance problems due to
illegal drug use/abuse at the worksite by
hourly workers.

Summary: A large percentage of the
management site respondents estimate no
(0%) work performance problems due to
alcohol or illegal drug use/abuse at the

worksite,

Management site estimwates that over 3% of the

workers have work performance problems due to

alcohol/drug use/abuse at the worksite.

aﬂ

e

Over 5% estimates related to gsalaried
workerg: O the management sites making
estimates, 12% estimate that over 5% of
the salaried workers had work performance
problems due to alcohol, and 8% estimate
that over 5% had problems due to illegal
drug use/abuse at the worksite.

Over 5% estimates related to hourly
workers: Of the management sites making
estimates, 16% estimate that over 5% of
the hourly workers had work performance
problems due to alcohol, and 7% estimate
that over 5% had problems due to illegal
drug use/abuse at the worksite.

Summary: Only a small percentage of the
estimates of work perfermance problems due

to substance use/abuse in the workplace,
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The

are close to those found in studies of

substance use/abuse in the workplace in

other states.
Summary: For the company site respondents
making estimates, a large percentage of the
estimates are no (0%) employees had work
performance problems due to substance abuse in
the workplace. The estimates of work
performance problems due to substance akbuse
are higher for hourly workers than salaried
workers, with alcohol being the major
problem.

overall results of the estimate of the problenm by

labor and management are:

lb

With the exception of one category (hourly
workers/alcohol) the most common estirate is
that no (0%) employees had work performance
problems due to substance use/abuse at the
worksite.

Both management and labor estimate that when
the problem exists (estimates of 1% or higher)
it is greater for hourly workers than for
salaried workers,

Labor estimates of the problem with both
hourly and salaried workers are higher than
the estimates made by management.

These findings related to estimates of work

impairment appear to be inconsistent with the

IAY]
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findings of research conducted in other states
which show 7-8% of the workers with problems
and equal prevalence among salaried and hourly

workers.




Iv. Structured Programs to Refer/Treat Worksite Substance
Use/Abuse

The following presents the number of sites with/without
programs to refer/treat employees with worksite alcohol and

illegal drug abuse/misuse problems.

Management Responses Labor Responses
Number of company sites: 96 Number of locals: 77
Sites with programs: 29 Sites with programs: 43

Total employees: 14,318 Total members: 8,934
Average employees: 494 Average members: 208
Sites without program: 67 Sites without program: 33
Total employees: 7,006 Total members: 3,195
Average employees: 105 Average members: 97
Don't know sites: 1

It is clear from the above and Tables 7 and 8 that union
locals and company sites with treatment/referral programs tend
to be larger than those without such programs., However, a
significant number of small locals and company sites have
programs, while 1/3 of the locals and 1/3 of the company sites
with over 200 members/employees do not have formal substance
use/abuse treatment/referral programs.

Table 9 presents the availability of treatment/referral
progranmsg based upon the primary product of the company. A
number of points are clear.

1. The large majority of the responses from paper
producing sites report the availability of
treatment/referral programs. Although these
sites tend to have multiple union locals, this
does not fully account for this high number of

prodgrams.
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Table 7

Nuwber of Union Locals of Specific Membership Sizes
With and wWwithout Treatment/Referral Prograns

1emberahip Group Size of Union Local
1-2 I26 30]31 100]101-2001201-500|501- 1000!1000%|T0LL |
BN LR S i S R S Ry B R N+ Sl
11 ! 7 | 6 | 4 I 4 l 1 0 | 33 l

Union Locals |
With Progran |
No Program |

@ 9 union locals with 1 to 25 members have a referral/treatment progrou.

Table 8

Number of Company 8Sites of %}mnifiu Employee Size
with and without Treatwent,/Reterral Prograns

Employee Group Size of Cnmyanv Site
Company Sites|1-25[26-50]51~ 1001101 QQOI)OE?JOOl 501~ 1000!1000{1? ank [T«
With Program [ 28 "[ 727 o
I

27 [ T S B Bt M- B S M T
NG Program 126 12 ] ll ! 8 I 6 | 3 I 0 | 1 Jeii

@ 2 gites with 1 to 25 ewmployees have a referral/treatwent program,
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Table 9

The Number of Companies With Treatment/Referral Prodrang
Baged Upon Primary Product/Service

Labor Responge

Service “Service Not Service
Type of Product Available Available Available
Paper 21 2 8
Paper Products 2 2 -
Lumber 2 1 3
Wood Products - 4 2
wood (Woodsman) 2 = 1
Fabrics/Textiles o 3 2
Transportation o - 1
Food Processing - 1 1
Congstruction e 11 0
Health Care 2 1 2
Newspaper 2 1 1
Printing - 1 (
Dtilities 3 1 2
Ship Building o = 0
Blevators 1 1 1
Truck,/Car Salea - = 0
Sheet Metal - o 0
Insurance - - 2
Food Distribution o - 0
Chemicalso - o 2
Metal Containers - 1 0
Legal Services = 1 0
0il Line Services o 1 0
Specialized Toolg - 1 0
Other - = 2
Totalsd i3 33 300

a4 7The total labor

responge was

77.

One regponse was don't

b 29 companies with one company being a wajor producer of 2
(paper and wood products).

Management Responge

Service Not

Available
2
“

Lo

|
e O R OO O W OB WS W

o

know.
products
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» All of the responses concerning construction
report a lack of referral/treatment programs.
Respondents attribute this to the brief
employment periods and the mobility of the
workers,

3. A large majority of both management and labor
responses from fabric/textile sites, note a
lack of service/treatment programs for
substance uge/abuse, Purther inquiry revealed
that these tended to be large industries that
employed primarily women.

4, Although a company site may have a program, it

does not necegssarily include all employees at

the site,

Although, the number of employees/wmembers, the type of

[y

industry, the sex of employee, etc,, may be a factor in
establishing a worksite program, there are a number of
inconsigstencies e.g., some small sites have programs while

large sites may not have programs.
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V. Spongor, Location and Reports Concerning Treatment/Referral
Programs

Table 10 shows that none of the treatment/referral programs
of the respondents were sponsored by the union only. The union
local responses show a slightly higher rate of union/company
joint spongorship while approximately 2/3 of the management
responses show company caly sponscred programs,

Table 11 showg that the majority of the programs are located
off the grounds of the company. 1In a few cases, where the
referral occurred on grounds and the treatment c¢ff grounds, the
respondent recorded the location of the program as off grounds.
Slightly over 1/3 of the programs are on company grounds,

Table 12 shows that lesg than 12% of the union local
respondents and slightly over 50% of the management respondents
received a report on the number of individuals served by the
prograw. The reason for the lack of reports is not clear and is
further complicated when one considers the findings that 22
programs are co-sponsored by management and labor (Table 10) and
only © (Table 12) union locals received a report on the number
of individuals served.

Overall, none of the responses note a union sponsored
program. A significant number of programs are sponsored by both
management and labor. Although the majority of the programs are
located off grounds, approximately 1/3 are on grounds. TIew of
the union locals and slightly over half of the management
respondents received a report from the treatment/referral

program indicating the number of individuals served.
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Table 10

Sponsor of Treatwment/Referral Program

Labor Management
Sponser Response Responge
company 19 19
Union 0 0
Both 22 10
Blank 2 0
Total 43 25

Table 11

Location of Treatment/Referral Program

Labor Management
Location Response Response
On Ground 15 11
Off Ground 26 16
On/0ff 1 2
Biank 1 0
Total 43 29

Table 12

Report Received by Labor/Management from
Treatment/Referral Prograws Concerning Number Served

Labor Management
Report Received Response Response
Yes 9
No 37 11
Blank 1 2
Other 0 1
Total 43 29
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VI. The Reasons Why a Treatment/Referral Program Does Not
Exist at the Location

As previously noted, 33 (of 77) labor and 67 (of 96)
management responses state that they do not have a treatment/

referral program. The reasons (some give more than one) are as

follows:
Union Company
Response Responses Responses

No problem with substance abuse 74 26
No need (not needed) 3 19
Not large enough 3 10
Lack of company/management interest/support 4 2
Union problem/lack of interest 0 2
Cost too much 1 0
Cost too much at bargaining table 1 0
Apathy/no interest 3 0
Workers on move 8 1
Other program available 0 3
Other 0 3
Don't know 5 0
No response 0 4

‘ 35 70

@ 7 union locals responded that there were no substance
use/abuse problems at their worksites.

The no problem/no need responses reflect the same issue (no
problem) with many representing local/company sites that have
sufficient employees/members to establish a program. For

example:

1. Of the 10 union local responses indicating no

need/no problem, 5 are located at sites of over
50 employees (one over 600) and two have local

memberships of over 100 and over 600.

2. Of the 45 company site responses indicating no

need/no problem, 18 employ over 50 individuals;
36




7 employ 50-100, 4 employ 101-200, 6 employ
201-500, and 1 employs over 1,000 individuals.
The "workers on the move" (including brief stays at any

one site) was a common response from construction companies/

locals. Unfortunately, some of these groups traditionally
have had high rates of substance use/abuse problems. A number
of the textile/fabric companies/locals reported "no need" or

"no problem."
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VII. Evaluations of Existing Worksite Treatment/Referral

Programs

The respondents were asked to evaluate their existing
worksite treatment/referral program.

The positive characteristics are presented in Table 13.
The most common union local and management responses
concerning the positive characteristics of their program are
confidentiality, "the programs work" and "nothing is
negative." The responses do not appear to reflect a
particular type of industry (product/service) and there is a
high degree of commonality between the responses of
management and labor.

Table 14 presents the responses concerning the negative
characteristics of the worksite treatment/referral program.
The negative responses are difficult to combine into larger
groups.

Table 15 presents the recommended changes the respondents

identified, regardless of their evaluation of the existing
program. The most common recommendation for change involves
communications (training of employees/supervisors,
information, etc.). The poor communication is consistent
with the finding that few labor groups and approximately only
50% of management receive a report on the number of
individuals served.

In summary, the evaluation of worksite referral/treatment
programs and recommended changes are as follows:

1. the strengths are their effectiveness and

33




Table 13

Positive Characteristics of Worksite Substance
Use/Abuse Treatment Programs

It helps/works

16 Success rate/salvage good
Confidentiality 5 staff 5
Privacy 2 Confidentiality 10
Joint management/labor - -
effort 2 - -
Availability/accessibility 2 Response time 1
Other 2 Other 5
Nothing is negative 5 Nothing is negative 8
Don't know 5 - -
No response 4 No response 2
- - Outside assistance/decisions 4
- - Comprehensiveness 3
- - No employee cost 2
- et Self referral 2
Total responses 43 Total responses 42
Table 14
Negative Characteristics of Worksite Substance
Use/Abuse Treatment Programs
Labor Responses Management Responses
No confidentiality 3 - -
Punitive 2 - -
Not well publicized/not

used 3 Not visible 1
Steward not involved 2 - -
Run by company only 2 - -
Program people-company - -
oriented 2 - -
Location 1 - -
Cost 1 Expense to company/employee 2
Doesn't cover all - -
departments 1 - -
Other 6 Other 2
Nothing is gocd about it 5 - -
bon't know 7 - -
No response 8 No response 5
- - Used to avoid discipline 1
- - Supervisor don't use 1
- - Time out of work 1
- - Distance from work 1
- - Union/management conflict 1
- - Lack of training 1
- - Lack of outside agency 1
Total 43 Total 17
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Table 15

Changes Recommended For Existing Worksite
Substance Use/Abuse Treatment Programs

Labor Responses Management Responses

Train employee/supervisor 4 Train supervisors 4
Inform employees 3 More employee info/awareness 6
- - Better communication 6

Company assume more cost 1 Low/no employee cost 3
Union/management support 1 More company commitment 2
Move off worksite 2 Use outside agency 1
Cover all departments 1 - -
Confidentiality 1 - -
Remove company involvement 1 Exclude union 1
Completely changed 2 - -
Cover serious problem 1 More family involvement 1
- - Follow-up needed 1

- - Closer to place of employment 1

None 2 - -
Total 19 Total 6
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confidentiality.
the weaknesses are too diverse to summarize.
communication is a major issue in terms of

recommended changes by both management and labor.
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VIII. Comparisons of Management and Labor Responses from
the Same Site

Responses were received from 30 sites that represented
both management (N=31) and labor (N=43). The following
presents an analysis of these responses.

1. Who sponsors the substance abuse treatment/

referral program? There appears to be some

confusion concerning who is sponsoring the
program. Within the same company, one local
may respond that it is co-sponsoring the
program with the company while a second local
may respond that it was not involved. 1In other
cases, neither management nor labor knew who
sponsored the program.

2, Is there a program? In a few cases, there are

inconsistencies in the responses of both
management and labor as to the existence of a
program,

3. What are the positive/negative aspects of

existing programs?

a. When only one union local is involved,

(regardless of the size of the company)
there is a high degree of consistency
between management/labor in how the program
is rated (positive/negative) and the

characteristics (e.g., confidentiality)




used to rate the program.

b. When wore than one union local is involved,

the union ratings of the programs and the
reasons for their ratings may be
inconsistent with those of other locals at
the same site.

4, Why doesn't a programg exist? The reasons

given by management and labor of the same site

for the lack of a program, tend to be
consistent. For example,

a. Textile/fabrics (2 sites). Although these
are large companies, both management and
labor tend to view substance abuse as only
a minor pfoblem not warranting a program.

b. Construction (5 sites). Both management
and labor see no problem with worksite
substance use/abuse and add that the
workers are on the move.

Overall, comparisons between management/labor responses
from the same site suggest that there is some confusion
concerning the sponsorship and existence of programs. When
one union is involved (regardless of the size of the company),
there is a higher degree of consistency between
management/labor in terms of their rating of the program and
the characteristics used to rate the program. Management and

labor tend to agree as to why a program does not exist.
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Analysie and Discussion

The goals of this survey were to obtain Maine management/
labor (1) perceptions/estimates of the adverse effects of
worksite alcohol and illegal drug use/abuse on work

performance and (2) evaluations of existing workplace

treatment/referral programs that address these problems.
This survey did not address the issue of worksite drug use/
abuse in general, non-worksite drug use/abuse or worksite
testing for drug use/abuse.

Questionnaires were sent to (1) all chief executive
officers of Maine non-governmental companies/agencies that
had at least one union local and (2) the stewards of all
union locals of these companies. The results of the survey
are based upon usable questionnaires returned by the
representatives of 96 company sites and 77 union locals.

The following presents an overview of the findings of
this survey concerning the impact of werksite drug/alcohol
use on work performance.l

1. A large percentage of both management and labor

estimates were that none (0%) of the employees/
members (salaried and hourly) had a work

performance problem due to alcohol and illegal

drug use/abuse during the last year.
2. The large majority of the management/labor

respondents, who estimated that some employees

17" See Alcohol and Drugs in the Workplace: Costs, Controls
and Controversies. Bureau of National Affairs, MD, 1986




had a problem with alcohol/drugs as measured by
work performance, estimated that this involved

less than 5% of th' employees (both hourly and

irnase wnan cpas s

salaried).

3. Both management and labor tended to estimate
that the problem (if it exists) is greater for
hourly then for salaried workers and that
alcohol is a greater problem than illegal
drugs.

4. Labor's estimates of the problem tended to bhe
higher than the estimates of management,

It is difficult to resolve what appears to be a conflict
between the results of this survey and the information that
has been obtained through research conducted in other
states. Most would agree that there are performance problems

in the Mainc workplace that are agsociated with worksite

Ly s s

substance use/abuse. Based upon national statistics, one

could estimate that 7-8% of the Maine workforce abuse alcohol
with an additional 2-4% abusing illegal drugs. The results
would be impaired work performance measures such as increased
absenteeism, industrial accidents, industrial injuries/
fatalities, etc., among this population., Although it is not
clear how these estimates/findings apply to Maine, it would

be inappropriate to say that Maine doesn't have a problem.

The differences between the results of this survey and
those of other studies may reflect a very important

difference between the approaches utilized and the questions
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acsked, This report analyzed management/labors estimates
(*actual® data was not available) of the problem as it
relates to work performance., This approach is quite
different from a detailed analysis of work records to
determine the cause of abgsenteeism, industrial accidents,
ete, Tt is important to note that the results of the on-site
analysis of records provides "facts" which way or may not he
utilized in the decision-making process and may be in
conflict with the opinions of the decigion-makers.

In addition to the potential contlict between opinions
and "facts", both the emplovee and ewployer may ehgage in a
number ot kebaviors that hide the problem.  The user has
great skills in hiding the problem and may engage in
behaviors {c.q., absenteceisw) that may not be specifically
associated with worksite substance use/abuse.
Management/labor may not be willing to deal with the problem
or identify the behavior as a problem until it exceeds
certain "expected" or “acceptable® levels, e.g., the Monday
morning hang-over way be both expected and accepted although
it way result in decreased work performance.

If we are to successfully address the preblem of worksite
substance uce/abuse problems we must first address the
dissonance created when the "facts" and "opinions® conflict.
As members of the Steering Committee noted, both management
and labor (1) have difficulty in identifying an employee with
a problem until it igs extreme or influences other aspects of
his/her life and (2) require training to understand the

cause, identify the existence of a problem, and use
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appropriate resources to help the individual.

Results concerning the presence/abgence and gquality of
programs/services to address worksite substance use/abuse
reflect a number of significant points.

1. The presence of a treatment/referral program

may be related to the size of the
company/local, sex of the primary employee,
and/or type of the company product.

2. The primary sponsorship of treatment/referral
programsg was management or management/labor.

3, The most common positive characterigstics of
existing programs are that they work and
confidentiality. The negative comments varied.

4, ‘The changes récammended for existing programs
enphasized the need for better communication

and training.

(91

. The majority of the programs/services are off

the company grounds.

6. The most common reasons given for the lack of
programs/services were that no problem existed,
there was no need, and the company is not large
enough.

7. There is a high degree of consistency between

management's and labor's recommendations

concerning the need foy programs and thelr
positive and negative characteristics.

An analysis of the responses concerning the reasons for

e i S AR A P RGN WO L L 0400 A =S

not having a worksite substance abuse program suggest a
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possible reason for what appears to be low estimates of work
B%Eﬁﬁﬁm@ES?MPRQRl@E§¢§RQQEQW§EE§?QQ§Qﬁ9395§99§§° A large
percentage of respondents representing textile/fabrics
(primarily female employees) and construction indicated that
they did not have a program and there was no need/no
problem. Research continues to show that a large portion of
society (including management and labor) continue to be
hesitant to accept the fact that a woman is an alcoholic or
problem drinker. Although the construction industry has had
a long history of a high rate of problews, this was not
revealed on this survey as the workers were emploved "by the
job" (short=term) and were on the move. Thus, the problem or
substance abuse by construction workers way be dealt with
indirectly through re-hiring or job assignment practices.

The Steering Committee suggested that in most cases,
management/labor dv not have the knowledge required to
recognize and address the problem of worksite gsubstance
use/abuse. One member suggested that it may do little good
to address the problem of workplace substance use/abuse until
we identify and address the vause of, or problems associated
with, substance use/abuse. It was further suyggested that we
may do more harm than good if we attempt to address the
substance abuse problem without addressing it within the
broader context of the work, family, and social problems of
the abuser.

The Committee members also suggested that the first step
in addressing substance use/abuse in the workplace must

involve the training and education of management/labor

U




concerning what substance use/fabuse is, the causes, the
prevalence, etc. Until this is completed, attempting to
identify and implement "solutions" to alcohol and illegal
drug use/abuse in the workplace would be ineffective. In
addition, this training/education must include those
individuals in wanagement/labor who do not usually attend
such training/ education programs.

Overall, the results of this survey suggest that
management/labor estimates and opinions may differ
significantly from "factsg® concerning the impact of worksite
alcohol and illegal drug use upon work performance. It is
suggested that these opinionsg/estimates may ke significant
factors in determining the need to implement programs to
address these prmbleﬁs° Further, it may be necessary to
train/educate both management and labor prior to implementing

new programs.
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Appendix A
Methodology
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The overall methodology was designed in conjunction with
the Maine Labor Group on Health, Inc.,, and their Labor-
Management Steering Committee on Substance Abuse in the
Workplace. Although there were diverse interests, it soon
became clear that the scope of this study had to be focused
if we were to address the issues of substance use/abuse in
the workplace and the quality of current workplace substance
abuse treatment/referral programs.

It was generally agreed that if we were to analyze
differences between the perspectives of management and labor,
it would be necessary to survey koth management and labor

from the same company/agency. Further, if we expected to

obtain a sufficient number of responses, the gquestionnaire
had to be brief. Confidentiality of responses was the rost
significant issue.

The overall methodology (and the guestionnaire) was
designed within these guidelines as approved by the Labor-
Management Steering Committee on Substance Abuse and the
Maine Labor Group on Health, Inc. The Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Planning Committee, (ADPC) provided the research and
technical staff.

The questionnaires were designed to elicit information
from both management and labor concerning the same issues.
The guestionnaires were reviewed by the Steering Committee
and the following guidelines were established,

1. Codes (rather than names of companies and union

locals) were utilized. Access to the codes was

limited to one staff member of the ADPC.
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2. Questionnaires were sent to chief executive
officers of all non-governmental companies/
agencies with at least one union local and all
stewards of union locals of these companies.

The listing was obtained from the Maine Bureau

of Labo. Standards.

3. Questionnaires were mailed during the months of
September and October, 1986. Two follow-up
mailings were conducted at two-week intervals.

4., Returned questionnaires were reviewed by the
ADPC staff member with access to the codes. If
a response was not received within two weeks, a
second (or 3rd) questionnaire was mailed.

5. The returned questionnaires were analyzed and

the draft and final report written by a second
ADPC staff person who did not have access to
the code.

6. The data was hand tabulated and presented
primarily in terms of frequency. Due to design
constraints, no attempt was made to cross
tabulate the responses or utilize complex
analyses.

The interpretation of the results and the final product
represent a cooperative effort of the Maine Labor Group on
Health, Inc., their Labor/Management Steering Committee on
Substance Abuse in the Workplace, and the Maine Alcohol and
Drug Abuse Planning Committee. The report was written by the

staff of the ADPC.

52




Appendix B

Questionnaires




N it g e e b

LOCAL_UNION PRESIDENTS QUESTIONNAIRE

It is requested that you answer all of the questions. Please do

not leave_any blanks. If the answer is zero/none, please use a 0.

If you don't know the answer or don't wish to estimate, please use a
DK (don't know).

1.

Employer/Union
a. Company/agency code b, Company location _
C. Your union code
d. Total number of individuals employed at this location
€. DNumber of your union members employed at this location =
£. Primary (or most common) type of worker your local
represents (such as machinists, paperworkers) _
g. Primary service/product of this company/agency (such as
paper, health care) at this location:

Problem: Please estimate the percentage of employees at this
location whose work performance was adversely affected during
the last year due to the use of alcohol or 1llega1 drugs.
Adversely is defined as a performance level that is lower (such
as increased absenteeism, injuries, and/or lower levels of
production) than that which is usual for the individual.

Alcohol Illegal Drugs
% %
Salaried workers
Hourly workers o .
Services: Is there a structured program to treat or refer to
treatment individuals who work at this location and have

problems with alcohol/drugs? VYes No

IF YES (If no, skip to question 5)

a. Who sponsors 1t? Company ____ Union ____ Both __ _

b. Where is it located? On company grounds ~ Off company

grounds (Identlty location)
c. Did you receive a report on the number of individuals

treated and/or referred to treatment by this program during

the last year for problems with alcohol or drugs? Yes

No
d. IF YES, provide figures from the report. IF NO, provide
estimates.
Al cohol Illegal Drugs
(number) (number )

Salaried workers
Hourly workers

P [a——

€. Are the above figures actual or estimates?

(continued on Lack)
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£, Wwhat do you like about the program?

g. What do you dislike about the program?

h. Even if you like the program, what changes would you
recommend to improve it?

5. If you don't have a program

a. Why do you think a substance abuse treatment or reterial
program does not exist at this location?

b. What do you think are the necessary requirements for a
successful substance abuse treatment or referral program at
your company/agency?

6. Other: Please add any additional ideas/comments concerning

drug/alcohol problems in the workplace and how you would
approach the problem,

Please place the completed questionnaire in the enclosed return
addressed stamped envelope. If you have any guestions, concelnlny
the gquestionnaire, please contact Ron Speckmann (tel: 289-2595) of
the Maine Alcohol and Drug Abusesglanninq Committee.
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MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

It is requested that you answer all of the questions, Please do

not leave any blanks. If the answer is zero/none, please use a 0.

If you don't know the answer or don't wish to estimate, please use a
DK (don't know). .

1.

Employer/Union

a. Company/agency code b. Company location

c. Total number of individuals employed at this location _

d. Total number of unions at this location =

e. Total number of union members at this location

f. Primary (or most common) type of worker (machinist, nurse,
paperworker) employed at this location -~ o

g. Primary service/product of company/agency (such as paper,

health care) at this Location:

Problem: Please estimate the percentage of employees at this

Jocation whose work performance was adversely affected during
the last year due to the use of alcohol or illegal drugs.

Adversely 1is defined as a performance level that is lower (such
as increased absenteeism, injuries, and/or lower levels of
production) than that which is usual for the individual,

Alcohol Tllegal Drugs
% %
Salaried workers o o
Hourly workers o N

Services: 1Is there a gtructured program to treat, or refer to
treatment, individuals who work at this location and have

problems with alcohol/drugs? Yes No

IF YFS (If no, skip to question 5)

a. Who sponsors it? Company ____ Union ____ Both ___

b, Where is it located? On company grounds Off company

grounds (Identify location)
c. Did you receive a report on the number of individuals (both

union and non-union) treated and/or referred to-treatment bv

this program during the last year for problems with alcohol

or drugs? Yes No
d. IF YES, provide figures from report. IF NO, provide
estimates.
Alcohol Illegal Drugs
(number) (number)

Salaried workers
Hourly workers

e, Are the above figures actual or estimates?

(continued on back)
56




go

b,

what do you like about the proyram?

wWhat do you dislike about the program?

Even if you like the program, what changes would you
recommend to improve it?

_you don't have a qug;am

why do you think a substance abuse treatmwent or referral
program does not exist at this location?

What do you think are the necessary rejuirements lor a
successful substance abuse treatment or referral prograw at
your company/agency? .

6. Other: Please add any additional ideas/comments concerning
drug/alcohol problems in the workplace and how you would
approach the problem.

Please place the completed questionnaire in the enclosed return
addiessed stamped envelope. If you have any questions, concerning
the questionnaire, please contact Ron Speckmann (tel: 289-2595) of
the Maine Alcohol and Drug Abus§7plann1ng Committee.
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