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ABSTRACT 

Major findings resulting from Lazar's study of the characteristics 
of State and local government drug testing programs are: 

• lazar's survey of 50 states and 200 cities and counties revealed 
that drug testing In the public sector workplace has become 
widespread. Fifty-three percent of all jUrisdictions surveyed 
reported conducting some form of applicant/employee testing, while 
26 percent of all jurisdictions are contemplating institution of a 
drug program within twelve months. Jurisdictions were more likely 
to test police officers, whether applicants or employees. 

• Employees testing positive for drug use are generally given at 
least a second chance before being terminated. Almost three­
quarter~ of jurisdictions offer employee assistance programs to 
which first-time abusers are referred. Based on eVidence from 
other sources, it appears that this practice does not hold for 
personnel In certain agencies (e.g., police), who are less likely 
to be given another chance. 

On the basis of these and other study findings. lazar reached the 
following conclusions. 

• A lthough there are cr I tics of drug test Ing by public emp loyers. 
the overwhe lmlng trend to establish such programs Is evidence of a 
consensus that they are worthwhile. This consensus exists despite 
the absence of conclusive data regarding their effectiveness. 

• The prevalence of drug use. as measured by drug testing, seems not 
to vary by an employee's "estate" (Le., private versus public). 
There is. however. evidence that drug use among city employet" may 
be higher than among their counterparts In States and counties. 

• Given the relatively low positive rate for employee drug tests and 
the apparently widespread practice of testing primarily on the 
basis of reasonable suspicion. the accuracy of the processes used 
to determine that a "just cause" exists for drug testing Is 
questionable. 

In light of the increasing use of drug testing programs 1n the 
public sector. the scarcity of public resources. and the lack of 
Information on the impacts of such programs. lazar strongly recommends 
that a cost-benefIt analysis of such programs be undertaken as soon as 
possible. Studies of the criteria used to determine "reasonable 
suspicion" and of the stope and impacts of Employee Assistance Programs 
are also recommended as means of Identifying ways to Increase the 
effectiveness of drug-free workplace programs. 
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1.0 BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

1.1 Background 

The Use of Illegal drugs in the workplace Is Increasingly seen by 
employers as a hazard to product lvity and hea lth. "Abuse of contro 11ed 
sUbstances In the private sector has threatened employee health and 
reduced product Ivlty and profits." 1/ (n response to the threat posed by 
employee drug abuse, management has devised solutions ranging from 
employee assistance programs l/ to termination. 

In order to detect drug abuse on the part of an employee, some 
employers no longer rely on a super'vlsor's judgment, or walt for a 
workplace accident to occur. Instead, they are Increasingly turning to 
chemical (urinalysis) drug testing procedures, which enable them to 
accuratelY direct anti-drug measures, whether punitive or treatment­
oriented, toward the appropriate employees. 

The process of chemical drug testing leaves little to chance. By 
performing variOUS chemical tests, known as Immunoassays, on a urine 
sample, clinicians can determine with a reasonable degree of accuracy 
whether the employee has used Illegal drugs in the recent past. Positive 
results can be confirmed through more detailed (gas chromatography/mass 
spectrometry) procedures, which provide an extremely high degree of 
accuracy In assessing whether ~n employee has used Illegal drugs 
recently. The combination of Immunoassay and confirmatory assay renders 
the chance of a "false positive" drug test remote. 

There are a number of situations In which an employer may decide 
that an employee drug test Is an acceptable response. Typically, an 
employer may test: 

• applicants; 

• on the basis of reasonable suspicion or "probable cause;" 

• because of an accident or unsafe practice; 

• .on a voluntary basis; 

• during or after treatment/rehabilitation; and 

• at random. 'J.! 
These reasons for testing vary In controversla11ty, with random testing 

1 Allan Robert Adler, ACLU Legis 1at Ive Counse " .. c Iv 11 LIberties and 
Ethlca 1 Concerns" (Workplace Drug Abuse Po 1Icy: Cons Iderat Ions and 
Ex erlence in the Business Communit , Department of Health and Human 
Services, 1989 , p. 39. 

2 These are programs which provide mental and physical therapy for 
employees with drug problems, either In-house or through a contractor 
or public care provider. 

3 List taken from Hodel Plan for a Comprehensive Drug-Free Workplace 
Program (National Institute on Drug Abuse, Department of Health and 
Human Services, 1989), p. 3. 
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being least accepted and accident or other "cause-related testing" most 
accepted. i/ 

Among private-sector employers, drug testing Is growing In popu­
larity. Large firms are most likely to adopt drug testing programs. as 
was shown in a recent Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) study. In the BLS 
study. 59.8 percent of the 400 largest employers surveyed (those with 
over 5.000 employees) reported operating an applicant or employee drug 
testing program, as opposed to approximately 3.2 percent of all 
nonagrlcl~ltura1 private firms •. §} 

According to a representative of one large corporation, "The corpo­
ration must act to enco~rage and support better choices by all employees 
and to redirect and rehabilitate abusers before they become unemploy­
able." §.1 It appears that large employers have both the technology and 
the desire to detect employee drug use before an accident or fall In 
productivity occurs. 

Since 1986, the cQuntry's largest employer, the federal Government, 
has joined Its private sector analogs--indeed. has been In the fore­
front--In operating an applicant/employee drug testing program. Its 
posture is that "As the largest employer in the Hation. the federal Gov­
ernment has a compe 11lng proprietary interest In establishing reasonable 
conditions of employment. Prohibiting employee drug use is one such 
condition." 1I The Government takes the position that "The use of 
Illegal drugs. on or off duty, by federal employees is inconsistent not 
only with the law-abiding behavior expected of all citizens, but also 
with the special trust placed In such employees as servants of the 
pub lIc." ftl 

The federal Government has a mandate to test a Wide range of candi­
dates and potential candidates for federal service, viewing drug testing 
as a "focal point of significant activities to decrease drug use and Its 
adverse consequences." f},1 The following Federal personnel are eligible 
for drug testing: 

• any applicants; 

4John M. Mason, "Control of Drug Abuse In the Workplace: IndiVidual 
Expectations, Private Contracts, and Constitutional Values," 
(Workplace Drug Abuse Pollc~), p. 28. 

5 This figure can be misleading, as firms with as little as one employee 
are included. In general, the BLS survey found that the likelihood of 
a firm's conducting some type of drug testing Increased positively 
with the firm's size. 

6 LC. Curt Is, "Drug Abuse: a West Inghouse Corporate Perspect lve'~ 
(Workplace Drug Abuse Pollcv), p. 83, 

7 Hodel Plan for a Comprehensive Drug-Free Workplace Program (National 
Institute on Drug Abuse, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
1989), p. 1. 

8 "Drug-Free federal Workplace," Executive Order 12564 of September 15, 
1986. ) 

9 Steven W. Gust, Ph.D and J. Michael Walsh, Ph.D, "Research on the 
Prevalence, Impact, and Treatment of Drug Abuse In the Workplace" 
(Drt! s In the Work lace: R search and valuation Data, U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, 1989 , p. 3. 
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• employees In sensitive positions; 101 

• employees with access to classified Information: 

• Individuals serving under Presidential appointments; 

• law enforcement officers: and 

• public health or safety workers. 111 
To ensure that all testing Is conducted fairly, the Federal Department of 
Health and Human Services has Issued a detailed set of gUidelines 
covering the following areas: 

• lab certification; 

• drugs for which Federal Government entities are authorized to 
test: 

• which clinical tests should be used: 

• quality control and "chain of cUstody" (ensuring that the sample 
Is definitively established as belonging to a particular 
employee): and 

• procedures to be followed In case of an employee's testing 
positive. 

1.2 Problem Statement 

Except In a few cases. ~I the Federal Government has not mandated 
that drug testing be extended to emp10yeeG of the fifty States and their 
subject jurisdictions. However, a number of States, cities and counties 
have acted on their own and begun to operate employee testing programs on 
an individual basis. 

The lack of Federal Involvement in these State and local employment­
~elated drug testing programs Is mirrored by the lack of a centralized 
database of Information regarding local government drug testing prac­
tices. The resulting difficulty tn accessing data has precluded Federal 
entities from offering technical assistance to local government drug 
testing programs or jurisdictions contemplating the Institution of such 
programs, as well as Inhibited evaluation of State and local programs. 

In order to remedy this knowledge gap, the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse of the U.S, Oepartment of Health and Human SerVices, through 
an Interagency transfer to the National Institute of Justice of the U.S, 
Department of Justice. provided a grant to The Lazar Institute for the 

10 This term is defined In "Drug-Free Federal Workplace," Executive 
Order 12564 of September 15, 1986. 

11 Ibid. 
12 Some mass transit and Interstate carrier personnel (overseen by the 

U.S. Department of Transportation) and National Guardsmen (overseen 
by the U.S. Armed Forces) must undergo drug testing to comply with 
Federa 1 law. 
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purpose of studying current trends and practices In State and local 
government workplace drug testing. This report represents the study's 
principal product. 

1.3 lazar Study Agproach 

During the course of Its research. l~zar attempted to determine 
answers to the following overarchlng questions: 

• Which State and local governlnents have Implemented drug testing 
programs, and what led them to Initiate these programs? What do 
State and local governments perceive as the benefits (If any) of 
drug testIng programs? 

• Which employees, or prospective em~loyees, are tested, and how are 
test results verified? What types of actions are taken by State 
and local governments In response to positive test results? How • 
have employees and the public responded? 

• What types of Federal technical assistance (If any) are desired by 
State and local governments, either In contributing to an already­
existing program's efficacy or In hel~lng to Implement a projected 
program? 

• How do drug testing approaches In State and local government~ com­
pare to Federal practices? How do they compare to private-sector 
practices, as elucidated In the BlS survey mentioned earlier? 

In order to shed light on the questions listed above, lazar deVised 
a study approach which Involved the following elements: 

• State of Knowledge Assessment 
Lazar conducted a telephone survey of leading experts In the field 
of publIc sector workplace drug testing In order to gain their 
Insights concernIng the study's focus, as well as to Isolate 
appropriate InstitutIonal respondents to the projected survey. In 
addition, a literature search was conducted. 

• Surve of State and Loca JurIsdictions 
After Iso attng 250 State, county, and cIty respondents, Lazar 
designed and conducted a survey of personnel and employee rela­
tions offIcials In each of the 250 jurIsdictIons, Including the 50 
States and selected counties and cIties. In order to learn about 
the nature and extent of jurisdictional employee drug testing 
programs. The survey was conducted In 1990. 

• Statistical Analysis of Survey Resultl 
After collecting and tabulatIng the survey responses, lazar 
extensively examined the resulting data via a number of 
statistical testing methods. 

• ~gort Preparation 
This monograph documents the results of lazar's study. It 
contains a descrIption of the Instrument construction and data 
gathering procedures, as well as the results of the survey. 
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2.0 SURVEY DESIGN 

2,1 Overview 

In order to develop a profile of drug testing activity and accom­
panying employee assistance programs In State and local governments, 
Lazar designed a survey Instrument whIch allowed responding jurisdictions 
to describe the nature of their drug-free workplace Initiatives, The 
survey Instrument appears as the Appendix. 

2.2 Respondent Selection and Recruiting 

lazar selected the following jurisdictions for participation In the 
survey: 

• the 50 States: 

• the 50 most populated cItIes: 

• a random sample of 50 remaInIng citIes wIth populations greater 
than 25,000: 

• the SO most populated countIes: and 

• a random sample of SO remainIng countIes with populatIons greater 
than 25,000. 

In order to attaIn a high response rate, the InitIal mall questionnaire 
was followed by a second mailing to unresponsive jurisdictions. In addi­
tion, Lazar followed up by telephone. approximately one month after the 
second maIling, to jurIsdictions whIch stIll had not responded to the 
survey. 

2.3 Survey Design 

2.3.1 Preliminary Questions 

• The questionnaire solicited some prellm1nary Informatton relating to 
a jurisdiction's employee popUlation, whether a written drug polIcy exis­
ted, and whether an emp loyee ass I stance program was ava \lab le. A "pa th" 
mechanism was built Into the questionnaire in order to distingUish juris­
dictions wIthout testing programs from those with such programs. As can 
be seen In the Appendix, those jurisdictions operating testing programs 
were directed to skip some Items and complete the detailed questionnaire, 
while those jurisdictions falling Into the "no testing program" category 
were broken down Into two groups: jurisdictions that were not planning on 
Instituting a testing program In the next 12 months, and jurIsdictions 
that were contemplating such a program. Jurisdictions contemplating drug 
testing were directed to explain which employee populations I1'Ilght be eli­
gible for testing In the futUre. In addition to whether they envisioned a 
need for Federal technical assistance In Instituting their program. 
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Part A of the questionnaire requested the following data regarding 
the date of origin of, as well as the agencies involved in, a 

;jurisdictionls drug testing program: 

11 ~Ihen a jurisdict lon's drug test ing program was lnst ituted; !;!/ 

• which agencies in the jurisdiction operated programs or would do 
so within the next twelve months, and the number of persons 
currently employed within those agencies; and 

• who (applicants and/or employees) was eligible for testing. 

2.3.3 The Drug Testing Process (Part B) 

In Part B of the instrument, respondents were asked to provide 
information concerning tl~ drug testing process, Including the type(s) of 
immunoassay used for evaluating test samples and whether positive results 
were confirmed through additional testing procedures. This information 
allowed a detennination of whether jUrisdictions were employing Federally 
approved methods of drug testing. 

2.3.4 Number and Results of Urinalysis Tests Administered (Part C) 

Part C of the Instrument requested data concerning actual drug tests 
conducted and results obtained. The following data were requested: 

• the number of applicants and employees !!/ eligible for testing; 

• the number of cppllcants and employees tested; and 

• the number of applicants and employees who tested positive with a 
confirmatory assay. 

In addition to this Information, respondents were asked how many 
applicants and employees had tested positive for specific substances 
(anv~hetamlnes, barbiturates, cocaine, w~rljuana, opiates, and PCP), If 
such detailed information were available In their jurisdiction. Finally, 
respondents were asked whether they kept a record of the number of 
employees tested for the following reasons: 

• suspicion of use; 

• accident or unsafe practice; 

• at random; 

U3 Jurisdlctlcinscalling lazar to report that they had no unified 
testing policy were Instructed to provide the earliest date of 
introduction of any agency drug testing program In their area. 

14 Information regarding applicants and employees was requested 
separately. 
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• during treatment: and/or 

• after treatment. 

2.3.5 Responses to Positive Test Results (Part-RJ 

In Part 0 of the Instrument, a descrIption of the nature of the 
response to positIve employee test results was requested. Questions Were 
asked regarding a jurisdictIon's probable response to an employee's fIrst 
positive test re,ult (Immediate terminatIon or referral to an employee 
assIstance program for counseling/treatment) and the jurisdiction's 
policy wIth regard to employees who had tested positive more than twice. 

2.3.6, Related Issues (Part ~l 

The final section of the questionnaire covered policy-related Issues 
not addressed elsewhere. In this regard, respondents were asked about 
any challenges to theIr program that had been Initiated. Both challenger 
groups (employee unIons, non-unlo~ employee groups, IndiVidual employees, 
private citizens, or civil liberties groups) and types of challenges 
(lawsuits, negative comments or protests) were Included. 

A second Item addressed whether records were kept related to costs 
of specimen collection and analysis, employee assistance program drug 
treatment-related activities or facilities, outside drug treatment­
related activities or facilities, and work tIme lost by employees during 
testing or treatment. 

Respondents were also asked to assess the results of theIr drug-free 
work~lace program and provided with a list of possible Impacts that 
included the following: 

• lower absenteeism rates: 

• lower turn-over rates: 

• lower accident rates; 

• hIgher overall productivity; 

• decreased drug use: 

• Increased publIc confidence In government officials; and 

• no positive results recorded. 

This last Item In this s~ctton of the Instrument allowed respondents 
to Indicate whether they perceIved a need for Federal technical assist­
ance as they expanded or further developed their drug-free workplace 
programs. 

-7-



-8-



3.0 SURVEY RESULTS 

3,1 Overview 

Perhaps the most significant overall result of Lazar's investigation 
into public sector drug tasting practices Is that a clear majority of 
jurisdictions responding to the survey, regardless of type, reported 
operating or contemplating some type of applicant or employee drug test­
ing program. Overall, 78 percent of the 200 responding jurisdictions 
fell In this category. While there were other commonalities among juris­
dictions, differences alsq:(emerged. One cause for the variations in 
results appears to be a jurisdiction's size. States, large cities, and 
large counties were all significantly more likely to already be adminis­
tering an applicant or drug testing program than were smaller cities and 
smaller counties. While this result Invites further examination and 
classification of ju'rlsdlctlona1 responses on the basis of size, some of 
the subgroups thus isa1ated--partlcu1arly the group comprised of small 
counties operating testing programs--were not large enough to permit 
satisfactory analysis of data. 

Another aspect of Lazar's analysis that should be mentioned here Is 
the use, for purposes of comparison, of data from a 1989 Bureau of Labor 
Statistics survey of private sector employee drug testing programs. 15/ 
In particular, information concerning the 400 largest firms surveyed, 
each with an employee popUlation of 5,000 or more, was compared to paral­
lel data gathered dUring the Lazar survey. l§/ This comparison showed 
that overall, government employers have Instituted anti-drug programs 
with roughly the same frequency as private sector employers. 

3.2 Response Rates 

The total survey response rat~ was quite satisfactory, with 80 
percent of jurisdictionS returning questionnaires. 11/ The response rate 
was particularly high at the State level. In all, 92 percent of States 
(46 jurisdictIons) returned responses to the questionnaIre. ~/ The 
response rate for cit ies was 74 percent (74 jur'lsdlct Ions), while the 
rate for counties reached 80 percent (80 jUrisdictions). 

As mentioned previously, Lazar conducted c three-step procedUre 
aimed at eliciting responses from jUrisdictions. After the first mailing 
of the questionnaire/Information packet, a second copy of the packet was 
mailed to jurisdictions that had not responded after a month. After 
another month had passed. those jUrisdictions that had still not respon­
ded were contacted by telephone and fax. Surveys returned as a result of 
telephone and fax follow-up constituted 11 percent of all State 

15 See Survey of Employer Anti-Drug Programs (Bureau of labor 
Statistics; U.S. Department of Labor, 1989). 

16 It was felt that this popUlation would be most comparable to State 
and local government employment figures, given that the average 
jUrisdictional employee population Is 15,044 and the average private 
sector employee population of 5,000 or more I~ 9,580. 

17 Reflects data collected through June 20, 1990. 
18 Georgia, Maine, MissiSSippI, and Wisconsin dId not respond. 
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responses, 14 percent of all city responses .ill/ and 9 percent of all 
county responses. 

3.3 Testing Status of Jurisdictions 

Through analysis of responses to the "Preliminary Questions" por,tion 
of the survey, some interesting facts were established. A large majori­
ty--81 percent--of responding ,1urisdictions have instituted written 
policies concerning drug use in the workplace. This figure is nearly 
Identical to the percentage of private sector firms with over 5,000 
employees having instituted written policies (83 percent). More specifi­
cally, 91 percent of States, 85 percent of cities. and 71 vercent of 
counties have established written policies. In addition, a substantial 
majority--73 percent--of responding jurisdictions offer their workforce 
some type of employee assistance program (EAP) for drug problems. This 
figure is not substantially lower than the percentage of private sector 
firms with over 5,000 employees administering employee assistance 
programs (83.0 percent), nor was there significant variance among the 
types of jurisdictions. Seventy-three percent of States, 78 percent of 
cities, and 69 percent of counties reported administering an EAP. 

The interest hi addressing the problem of drug abuse In the 
workplace reflected by the above results was confirmed by data on the 
status of drug testing programs. Overall, 53 percent of jurisdictions 
operated some form of applicant/employee drug testing program, while 
another 26 percent reported contemplating the establishment of a program 
within the next 12 months. ThUS, although the figure for current public 
sector testing is significantly 20/ lower than the percentage of private 
sector ffrms with over 5,000 employees operating drug testing programs 
(68 percent), when those contemplating initiation of such testing in the 
near future are added, the total exceeds the private sector figure by 20 
percent (88 percent). 

As can be seen In Figure I, a majority of States and cities 
responding to the survey, as well as nearly 40 percent of responding 
counties, operate a drug testing program. Fifty-six percent of 
responding States reported operation of a drug testing program. 
Furthermore, approximately 26 percent reported that they were 
contemplating institution of a testing program. Only 17 percent were 
neither operating nor conSidering operation of a testing program. 

With respect to jUrisdictional types, the percentage of cities found 
to operate drug testing programs was highest, with nearly 69 percent of 
responding jurisdictions reporting operation of a drug testing program--a 
figure comparable to that for large private finns. Moreover, 23 percent 

19 In general, surveys received as a result of telephone/fax follow-up 
were filled out by the respondent and mailed or faxed to lazar. 
However, a small number of City respondents Were interviewed by phone 
(an action necessitated by time constraints), with a researcher 
reading llhe survey instrument a loud and recording oral responses. 
These cil(ies inclUded Washington, DC: Portage, Michigan: and Tacoma, 
Washington. 

20 lazar employed the 2x2 contingency "z" test, establishing the Type I 
error at .05. 
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fiGURE 1 
JURISDICTIONS' STATUS WITII REGARD TO DRUG TESTING 

STATES (N-46) 

• CUmnll)' TesllnS 
[J Conlemp/atlnA Testing 
[) Not CO!\l.emplatlnS Testins 

COUNTIES (N.SO) 
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reported contemplating institution of such a program. A very small frac­
tion--elght percent--reported neither testing nor contemplating testing. 

Counties, converselY, were the least involved In operating testing 
programs, as Indicated by the re lat Ive ly sma 11 flgure--35 percent-­
reporting a current testing program. Yhlle 27 percent of counties repor­
ted contemplating a drug testing program, a relatively large percentage--
37 percent--reported neither testing nor contemplating testing. 

In addition to determining which of the responding cities and 
counties were operating or contemplating establishment of a drug testing 
program, lazar analyzed the relationship between jurisdictional size and 
drug testing activity. As mentioned previously, participating cities and 
counties were chosen in one of two ways: the 50 largest cities and 50 
largest counties were chosen for participation, as well as 50 other 
randomly selected cities and 50 other counties. Given that each group 
(of cities and of counties) was comprised of two different populations, 
analysis by subgroup seemed appropriate. In fact, a city or county's 
population size was found to relate significantly £11 to whether it was 
already operating a drug testing program. Figure 2 depicts the rate of 
drug testing in large and small cities and counties. '/J/ As can be seen, 
a sizable majority of large cities (80 percent) reported operating a drug 
testing program, while 15 percent were contemplating institution of such 
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FIGURE 2 
JURISDICTIONS' STATUS WITH REGARD TO DRUG TESTING 

(BY POPULATION SUBGROUPS) 

Counties Amona 
the 75 La est 

Otber Cities Other Counties 

• Not ConlCmplatinl TesUnl ftI Conll:mplaUnr; T csUnl 

21 For a discussion of significance testing involving a jurisdiction's 
siZe, see Section 3.14. 

22 It should be noted that several of the randomly selected "Other" cit­
Ies and counties were found to be listed by the U.S. Census Bureau as 
among the 75 largest cities or counties. Accordingly, lazar broad­
ened the field of analYSis to comprise the 75 largest cities versus 
other cities, and the 75 largest counties versus other counties. 
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a program. Among smalier cities, only 55 percent reported operating such 
programs, while 33 percent had plans to test employees or applicants for 
drug use. . 

Analysis by size revealed even greater discrepancies between 
counties of different populations. An examination of large counties' 
testing practices revealed a majority of responding jurisdlctlons--55 
percent--operatlng a drug testing program. Twenty-six percent were con­
sidering instituting a testing program, while only nine percent of large 
counties reported neither testing nor contemplating testing. Among 
smaller counties, on the other hand, only 16 percent were currently oper­
ating a testing program. Twenty-nine percent of such counties reported 
that they were contemplating such action, while almost one-third have no 
plans for such a program. The percentage of large counties with a 
testing program, as well as the percentage of such counties considering 
testing, more closelY approximated the overall figures for States and 
cities. Clear~y, large jurlsdlctlons--whether cities or countles--were 
more likely t~ already be perfonnlng some type of drug testing than were 
small jurisdictions. 

3.4 Origins and Focus of Programs 

Although some jurisdictions have been conducting drug testing since 
the 1960's (New York City, for example), most Instituted their workplace 
testing programs after the Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1986. In fact, 
nearly 47 percent of jurisdictions began their testing programs as 
recently as 1989. 

Most State workplace drug testing programs were initiated quite 
recently, with the average start date of testing programs being August 
190. City programs were instituted somewhat earlier, with an average 
start date of programs being Hay 1986. The average start date of coun­
ties' testing programs--January 1987--falls In between that of States and 
cities. 

In considering the reasons respondents gave for Initiating drug 
programs, It must be recognized that the questionnaires were comp1eted by 
program managers, as opposed to policy makers who presumably would have 
been more knowledgeable regarding why programs were established. None­
theless, it seems appropriate to attach some validity to the responses 
since program managers should not be totally lacking In Insight Into the 
reasons programs were Initiated. According to the managers, the two most 
compelling reasons were to reduce drug use in the workplace and to 
respond to federal encouragement and mandates. A150 cited frequently as 
reasons for the establishment of testing programs were to Increase oVer­
all productivity, to Increase public confidence In government officials, 
and to reduce accident rates. 

All three jurisdiction types were more likely to test applicants 
than employees, as Illustrated In Table 1. As can be seen, private firms 
with drug testing programs tested applicants and employees In roughly the 
same ratio as State and local governments. 
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TABLE 1 
TESTING APPLICANTS VERSUS EMPLOYEES 

Subject of Test States Cities Counties Private Firms (BLS) 

Applicants 96.0% 96.1% 96.4% 95.9% 

Employees 72.0% 60.8% 60.7% 68.4% 

The frequency of applIcant and employee drug testIng by particular 
jurisdictional agencies is depicted In Figures 3 and 4. Two major 
overall observations can be made. First, both police applicants and 
employees were the groups most likely to be tested by all three jurisdic­
tion types. Second, the likelihood of any jurisdiction type testing 
applicants of a particular agency roughly corresponded to the likelihood 
of Its testing employees of that agency (allOWing for the generally 
higher amount of applicant testing versus employee testing). 

States were most likely to test applicants and employees In their 
police and corrections agencies. They did not report testing any court 
applicants or employees. 

Cities were most likely to test police and fire applicants. WIth 
regard to employee testing, cities were most likely to test "all employ­
ees," followed by police and fire employees In that order. In this 
context, It should be noted that combining the "all employee" response 
with the Information provided by cities on whether they kept records on 
employees tested for various reasons suggests that "all employee" testing 
was much less likely to be Implemented on a random basis than for reason­
able suspicion or other causal reasons, such as after an accident. 

Counties were most likely to test police and corrections applicants 
and employees. They were least likely to test court applicants and 
employees. 

Similar results were obtained from jurisdictions contemplating the 
Initiation of drug testing programs. For example, in response to the 
question regarding which employee/applicant populations might be eligible 
for drug testing, States contemplating Initiation of a program were most 
likely to designate police and corrections personnel as candidates for 
testing (67 percent designated police and 58 percent designated correc­
tions). Also like their counterparts already engaged In testing, States 
not yet testing were least likely to list court personnel as candidates 
(8 percent named courts). 

Like States, cities contemplating drug testing cited police as the 
most likely testing candidates (65 percent did so). Few, conversely, 
Identified corrections personnel (5.9 percent versus 58 percent for 
States), responses that also corresponded to those given by States and 
cities already engaged In drug testing. The second most frequently named 
group by cities contemplating drug testing programs was fire (53 per­
cent). Another group not named frequently was health personnel (at 
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FIGURE 3 
AGENCIES REQUIRING TESTING OF APPLICANTS 
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FIGURE 4 
AGENCIES REQUIRING TESTING OF EMPLOYEES 
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5.9 percent). In contrast to States and cities, counties contemplating 
drug testing were most likely (57 percent) to name all applicants and/or 
employees as possible candidates for testing. This finding was also In 
sharp contrast to the practices of counties already engaged In testing, 
which were extremely unlikely to test all employees. Larger and smaller 
counties were approximately equally likely to hold this VIew. However, 
the second most likelY candidates for test Ins Were the police (at 33.3 
percent), a finding more consistent with those for counties already doing 
tests. Court staff were least likely to be tested (at 4.8 percent). 

3.5 Drug Testing Technology and Practices 

All three jurisdiction types were more likely to use enzyme than 
radio or fluorescence polarization Imm~noassays to conduct applicant/ 
employee drug testing. Fifty-eight percent of States, 76 percent of 
cities, and 52 percent of counties used the enzyme method (all three 
frequently citing the Smith-Kline brand "EMIT" as their assay of choice). 
States, counties and cities overwhelmingly subjected Initial positive 
test results to confirmation through gas chromatography/mass spectro­
metry: 95 percent of States, 96 percent of cities and 92 percent of 
counties confirmed Initial positIve results In this way. 

3.6 Outcomes of Testing 

As depicted In Figure 5, the overall percentages of public sector 
applicants testing positive were similar to the private sector figures 
presented In the BLS survey. However, the data on positive test results 
for public sector employees was too limltcd--both In terms of the number 
of employees tested and the number testing posltlve--to permit Lazar to 
report findings with any level of confidence. Thus, although Figure 5 
shows an overall rate of 10.7 percent for public sector employees and a 
rate of 17.2 percent for city employees, the small database involved 
makes these percentages less meaningful than would otherwIse be the case. 
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3.7 Reasons for Testing 

Based on \·esponses to the quest ion about whether jurlsdtct Ions kept 
records on the number of employees tested for various reasons, reasonable 
susplc Ion appeared to be the employee test Ing strategy most ut 11Ized by 
states, with 50 percent reporting that records were kept on Individuals 
tested for this reason. The next most likely reason for employee testing 
by states seemed to be as a follow-up to a SUbstance abuse treatment pro­
gram (22.2 percent of the jUrisdictions reporting). Cities' responses 
overwhelmingly suggested that reasonable suspicion was theIr primary 
reason for employee testing, with 93.5 percent reporting that records 
were kept on employees tested on this basis. The next most likely reason 
for city employee testing was apparently as a response to an accident or 
unsafe practice. 

Falling between the State and city figures, 72.2 percent of counties 
with an employee testing program also provided responses that suggested 
reasonable suspicion as the principal basis for employee testing. 

3.B Drug Testing Practices In the Criminal Justice System 

From initial analysis of the data, It appeared that criminal justice 
agencies other than the courts were more likely to be Involved In drug 
testing than other erttltles. In order to SUbstantiate this observation, 
Lazar compared respondent testing policies and projections for the crimi­
nal justice agency group (police, courts, and corrections) as a whole to 
policies and projections for the non-law enforcement agency group (fire, 
health, and transportation) as a whole. Weighted averages were used to 
assess the likelihood of any jurisdiction type's testing personnel In any 
criminal justice agency and any jurisdiction type's testing personnel In 
any non-criminal justice agency. Comparison of the results Indicated a 
strong difference between drug testing practices In criminal justice 
agencies and practices In other agencies: 

• Jurisdictions currently testing applicants were significantly 23/ 
more likely to test applicants to criminal justice agencies than 
appllcant~ to other agencies. 

• Jurisdictions currently testing employees Were significantly ~I 
more likely to test employees of criminal justice agencies than 
employees of other agencies. 

• Jurisdictions contemplating institution of a drug testing program 
were Significantly 23/ more likely to project testing of criminal 
justice personnel than personnel In other agencies. 

These results are particularly significant given the minimal Involvement 
of courts, which tended to reduce the differences between criminal jus­
tice and non-criminal justice agencies. They demonstrate clearly that 
criminal justice agencies are In the forefront of the public sector adop­
tWn of applicant/employee drug testing as a drug abuse prevention tool. 

23 Lazar employed the Student's T-test, establishing the Type I error at 
.05, S~e Section 3.14 for a list of significance tests conducted. 
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3.9 Responses to PositIve Tests 

For all three jurisdiction types, the response to an employee's 
testing positive was much more likely to be a referral to an employee 
assistance progrwn than termination. Generally, jurisdictions report~p 
that employees testing positive more than twice were terminated, with 50 
percent of States, 64 percent of cltles, and 67 percent of counties 
responding In this way. With respect to this Issue, It should be noted 
that evidence from other sources suggests that responses to positive test 
resu,~ts vary across agencies. For example, police personnel testing 
positive are much more likely to be terminated than personnel In health 
agencies. 

3.10 Challenges to Drug Testing Programs 

Approximately one~thlrd of the jurisdictions with a testing program 
--35 percent of States, 31 percent of cities, and 35 percent of counties 
-~reported experiencing challenges to the program. A breakdown of groups 
challenging jurisdictional drug testing programs appears In Figure 6. 
Employee unions were the group most likely to mount a challenge, constt~ 
tutlng a clear majority of cases for all three jurisdiction types. 
Another frequent source of challenges was the Individual employee, while 
private citizens were least likely to challenge testing practices. 

3.11 Costs of Drua-Free Workplace Programs 

Jurisdictions tended to be tracking the costs associated with 
specimen collection and analysis efforts. They were not, however, 
collecting data that would permit them to calculate the costs of follow­
up treatment, other Employee Assistance Program activities, or lost 
employee work time associated with testing and treatment. 

3.12 Impacts of Drug Testing Programs 

Overall, 81 percent of responding jurlsdlctlons reported positive 
results from drug testing efforts, while 19 percent held the view that 
their drug testing programs had brought no positive results. Respon­
dents' assessments of what results h~d been gained from drug testing 
varied somewhat by jurIsdiction type, as Illustrated In Figure 7. States 
were most likely to cite greater public confidence in government offi­
cials and a lower rate of drug use (almost one In five jurisdictions 
reported each of these outcomes) as positive results of their drug 
testing programs. States were least likely to cite lower absenteeism, 
lower accident rates and higher productivity as results of drug testing. 

Cities held the most positive view of the benefits of drug testing. 
like States, cities were w~st likely to view greater public confidence In 
government officials as a positive result of their drug testing programs, 
with over ?5 percent citing such an outcome. Also, a lower rate of drug 
use was their second most frequent response. CitIes were least likely to 
cite lower absenteeism and turnover rates as results of drug testing. 

In contrast to the other two jurisdiction types, counties were most 
likely to report that their drug testing programs had no positive 
results. Greater public confidence In government officials was the 
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second most likely response. Counties were least likely to cite lower 
turnover ane acc Ident rates as resu Us of drug test Ing. 

Sixteen percent of responding jurisdictions reported that drug 
testing had produced an Impact on meaSures related to productivity 
(reduced absenteeism, turnover and accident rates were Included as 
possibilities In the survey). This figure Increased to 26 percent when 
respondents with programs three or more years old were scrutinized. 

3.13 Technical Assistance Needs 

In order to assess jurisdictions' Federal technical assistance 
needs, responses on this subject from the population of jurisdictions 
contemplating drug testing were analyzed In tandem with responses from 
those having a testing program already In place. Overall, 35 percent 
viewed technical assistance as potentially beneficial, with 37 percent of 
currently testing jurisdictions and 32 percent of jurisdictions contem­
plating testing Interested in technical assistance. More Information 
related to this Issue Is presented In Figure B. This response suggests a 
significant need for assistance, given the over 3,000 counties In the 
country and the approximately 1,000 cities with popUlations In excess of 
25,000. 
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3.14 Results of Significance Testing {Tests of Statistical Hyoothese~ 

To explore possible relationships between selected demographic 
characteristics 24/ and jurisdictions' ,drug testing status, a series of 
statistical. significance tests were performed. In this regard, the 
Student's t-test for differences In means and the Chi-square "goodness of 
fit" test, with Type I error set at .05, were utilized. As illustrated 
in Figure 9, significance testing revealed that the probability of a 
jurisdiction deploying a testing program Increased according to its 
population. Similarly sized jurisdictions were found to be more or less 
alike in their drug testing practices. Other hypotheses relating to 
cities' and counties' characteristics and the likelihood that they 
performed drug testing were not validated as a result of significance 
tests. A list of tests performed, Including those cited in Section 3.8 
above, and their results appear jn Figure 9. 

24 Demographic data were obtained from the County and City Data Book 
(U.S .. C~nsus Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, 1988 . 
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FIGURE 9 
RESULTS OF SIGNIfICANCE TESTING (STUDENT'S T AND CHI-SQUARE) 

Jurbdlclfon H1 (Hypothesis) Result 

States Higher total revenue Is linked to dr.Jg testing Accepted 
Higher total gt!neral direct expendllure per capita Is linked 
to drug lestinJoo Accepted 
Higher total eral funds and grants are linked to drug 
testing Accepted 
Higher percmtage of budgd on police protection is linked /0 
drug tesling Rfjected 

Cities Group of 75 largt!st (In terms of population) 15 more likely to 
perform druf, testin~ Accepted 
Group of 75 liTHest ill tmrs' of population' wit" hightr per 
capitll expenditure is fIIore likely to perform drug testing Rfjecfed 

Higher lotal rer/mue is linked /0 drug testing (all cities) Il.tjecled 

Higher tolal ~ener(ll direct expendilure per capitll is linked /0 
Rfjec/ed dru~ testing \1211 cifln) 

Hig er percmtafll of budget on polla protection is linked 10 
drug festin, (al citit:s) Rfjtded 

Counties Group of 75 Iarge5t (In term! of population) Is more likely to 
perform druf. testfn~ Accepted 
GrollP of 75 argest in terms of population). with higher per 
capita Upenditurt is more IIktly to perform drug testing Rejected 

Higher tolal rwmue u linktd /0 drug testing (1111 counties) Rqected 

Higher total gmerlll direc' expendifure per capita i5 linktd fa 
dru~ testing (III/ counties) Rfjecled 
Hlg er percenta,t of budgd OIl palla prol~ion is linked to 
drug lesllng (al cOl/nties) Rejected 

All Jurisdictions contem&laUng Institution of a drug testing 
program are more I ely to project testing crimlnaljustlce 
personnel than other types of personnel. Accepted. 

Jurisdiction, testing applicants are more likely to test 
crimlm:1 Justice applicants than other applicant types. Accepted 

Jurisdictions testing empl0J:;' are more likely to test 
crimlnal justice persoMel n other types or personnel. Accepted 
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4.0 MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 Major Findings 

Based on analysis of the data collected, Lazar's major findinga with 
regard to the prine ipa 1 questtons addressed by the reseal'ch effort are as 
follows: 

• Drug testing in the public sector workpiace has become widespread. 
Fifty-three percent of all jurisdictions surveyed reported c9n­
ducting some form of applicant/employee testing, while 26 percent 
of all jurisdictions are contemplating institution of a drug 
program within twelve months. Nearly 47 percent of jurisdictions 
with a testing program initlat~d their drug testing programs as 
recently as 1989. 

• Overall, government employers were found to have Instituted anti­
drug programs (including testing, employee assistance, and written 
directives) with roughly the same frequency as private sector 
employers. 

• Reducing drug use In the workplace and responding to Federal 
encouragement and mandates were the reasons most frequently cited 
by program managers to explain why testing programs had been 
init iated. 

• Cities were the most likely jurisdiction to operate a testing pro­
gram, with nearly 69 percent ~f jurisdictions reporting testing. 
Counties were least likely to test, with only 37 percent reporting 
operating II program. The State figure fell in between those of 
the other two jurisdictions, with over 56 percent reporting 
testing. 

• As a jurisdiction's size Increases, so does its likelihood of 
conducting applicant/employee drug testing. (This conclUsion does 
not apply to States; only cities and counties were analyzed by 
size. ) 

• Jurisdictions were more likely to test police officers, whether 
applicants or employees, than they were to test any other employee 
group. 

• While nearly 100 percent of jurisdictions with a drug testing 
program test applicants, two-thirds test employees. 

• Jurisdictions testing employees appear to be teRtlng primarily on 
the basis of reasonable suspicion. 

• Jurisdictions overwhelmingly employ Federally approved methods of 
drug testing, using one of three standard Immunoassays. as well as 
a confirmatory assay. 

• Overall percentages of positive rates for pobllc sector applicants 
were similar to, although slightly lower than equivalent figures 
for the private sector. Although public sector employees appeared 
to ~e more likely to test positive than their private sector 
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counterparts, the small numbers involved made this finding 
questionable. 

• Employees testing positive for drug use are generally given at 
least a second chance before being terminated. Almost three­
quarters of jurisdictions offer employee assistance programs to 
which first-time abusers are referred. Based on evidence from 
other sources. It appears that this practice does not hold for 
personnel in certain agencies (e.g., police), who are less likely 
to be given another chance. 

• Jurisdictions are not keeping records on the types of drugs being 
used by employees or, except for specimen collection and analysis, 
on the costs of treatment, other EAP activities, or employee 
downtime during treatment and testing. 

• Approximately one-third of jurisdictions with a testing program 
reported receiving challenges to their program. Challenges were 
principally leveled by employee unions and individual employees. 

• ApprOXimately 80 percent of jurisdictions with drug testing 
programs cited positive results, with cities holding the most 
positive view and counties the least. 

• ApprOXimately one-third cf jurisdictions either testing or contem­
plating testing stated that increased Federal technical assistance 
would be useful. 

4.2 Conclusions 

Lazar has drawn the following conclusions from the above findings. 

• In spite of a lack of Federal or other centralized guidance for 
public sector employers, State Md local jurisdictions seem to 
have evolved similar testing programs, with regard to physical 
testing procedures as well as subjects of testing. These programs 
also have much In common with those instituted at the Federal 
leve 1. 

• The public sector has lagged somewhat behind the private sector in 
Instituting drug testing, but may surpass Industry In this regard 
within the next year. Although there are critics of drug testing 
by public employers, the overwhelming trend to establish such 
programs Is evidence of a consensus that they are worthwhile. 
This consensus exists despite the absence of conclusive data 
regarding their effectiveness. 

• The prevalence of drug use, as measured by drug testing, seems not 
to vary by an employee's "estate" (Le., private versus public). 
There is, however, evidence that drug use among city employees may 
be higher than among their counterparts In States and coonties. 

• Employee assistance programs appear to be viewed by most jurisdic­
tions as a useful tool for helping personnel with drug problems. 
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• Given the relatively low positive rate for employee drug tests and 
the apparently widespread practice of testing primarily on the 
basis of reasonable suspicion, the accuracy of the processes used 
to determine that a "just cause" exists for drug testing Is 
questfonab Ie. 

• Although a significant number of drug testing programs were 
initiated very recently. enough mature programs exist to permit an 
evaluation of whether the benefits of drug testing exceed its 
costs. 

4.3 Rec~~endatlons 

• A cost~beneflt analysis of the efficacy of drug testing should be 
undertaken, given the growing popularity and significant resources 
spent by all types of jurisdictions on testing. At a minimum, 
case studies of a sample of States, counties and cities which have 
operated programs for three years should be undertaken, using a 
pre/post time series analysis approach. If possible, a quasl­
experimental design should be Implemented, allowing jurisdictions 
with drug testing prograrns to be compared to matched sites that do 
not test. 

• A survey similar to the one reported on in this study should be 
conducted every two to three years to monitor the characteristics 
and outcomes of programs. 

• Information on the nature and scope of Employee Assistance 
Programs (EAPs) should be collected, and the impacts of such 
programs should be examined to determine their effectiveness and 
Identify exemplary approaches. 

• An analysis should be conducted of the l'elatlonshlp between the 
criteria used by a jurl~dlctlon to determine "reasonable 
suspicion" and the percentage of employees testing positive. The 
results, combined with other appropriate Information, should be 
used to develop guidance for jurisdictions' use In making 
"reasonable suspicion" determinations. 

• Since so many jurisdictions reacted positively to the suggestion 
of technical assistance, an increase in Federal aid should be 
established. At the present time, this aid would focus on helping 
those contemplating establishment of drug testing set up such 
programs and on reviewing the procedures of those who already have 
such programs and offering suggestions for Improvements wherever 
possible. A training video designed specifically for the public 
sector ~nd distributed with the cooperation of an organllation 
such as the Natlonat League of Cities might be an effective 
mechanism for conveying such advice. As additional Information Is 
garnered through the types of studies recommended above, It should 
be translated Into expanded guidance for public sector employers. 

• A cooperative arrangement should be developed with a sample of 
cities, counties and States that would allow the results of their 
drug testing to be shared with the Federal government so that drug 
abuse patterns can be monitored in the public sector workplace. 
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At a mInimum such a system should be desIgned to analyze results 
of employee testIng in crItIcal agencies such as police. 
correctIons, fIre and transportation. It should be noted that. 
because of various coding problems. It Is unlIkely that this sort 
of monitoring can be accomplIshed through ongoing projects which 
aggregate data collected by drug testing laboratories. 
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APPENDIX: 

DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE PROGRAMS 
IN THE PUllLIC SECTon: 

SURVgYOF 
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Informallon about Slate or !.Qell Omclal Com IeIln this Form: 

TelcpbollO 

A~~ ___________________________________________________________ __ 

A~.. ____________________________________________________________ __ 

I'REUMtNAR1 QUESTIONS 
1. 110\11 mill)' penolU am """,,od)' employed in yout jutUdlcdoll? ______ _ 

2. 0- yout Jurltdictlol! have • writlOlI pallcy 1'0,1,,110, dru. UJO ill the wOlkpl.ao? 

DYe. DNa 

3. 0- yout jutbdlctlDII admln1ster an employcc 1IIbwu:e, ""lIIlIellna. or lr .. aoelll proaram(.) IC",101 employee. 
wllb dru, prob"lIII? 

DYe. DNa 
4. Do .~DCic. or deportmelllJ (0.1. pau .... rue, etc.) 10)'0\11' jutUdictlo:1 conduct dru,laIlna amoOI their "I'I'licmlJ rod/or 

aloyee.? 

Ye. (p"'- turn to the NEXT PAGE and ""OIlaIlO 6111n. out tho q .... tloonalro). 

DNa. bul _ ue COIlIldcrin. tho ImplcmonwlOO or .udI. pro ...... within the """I IllllOaUa (p ...... ""mplcle '1"""""'" 511:d 6 on TIllS PAGE ONLY, TIIEN STOp). o No, and we .... IlOl conlOmplatlallUch. prolram (p ...... STOr IlER£). 

S. Which appUCIIIIlJ tnd/or ~Io)'<O. In your jurlsdlctloo mlahl be ellalblo tor dru, ... ,!J.!!f? (plea_ check .11 u..., "ff") 

o All UComctl..... Oeowu UFue 

Oll.allb DPaIIoe DT .... pon.1oa 
DOtbcr(pICU8.pcclfy) _____________________ _ 

6. !!2.lou covbloa • ooed lor Federal tcduIlaU ..,lallnolln •• toblbhlD, your juriadlctloo', dru,·lroo wodtplace proaram? 

UNo o Y .. (please we the 'paOlI bel .... 10 dcacriba yout ",cluIIc:al ual'1IDcc DC«Ia In more detail, 0., .• l2Wlual 011 prolram 
dc.lan. • !raInIn. COutlO. etc.). 

PI.tU, rllllTlI tAU/orm/lI: 
TNt La:" IN/il.I,. 6n6 toe, LaN, McUalt, VA 22101 

1/1OMioa'l' ""1 q ... Iiotu. pl.tU. ciJIl (703) 821..Q900 and tUk lor Robe"" Ftldml1ll 1M' Raymond Millmtllt. 
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PART A. ORIGL'IS A:;D FOCUS OF YOU. JURlSDICT10I'l'S DRUG·F1IEE WORKPLACE PROGRAM 

I, In INhol year WU)'OUl ju.isdicllon', drlll ... d •• pro ...... initlat<d1 ____ _ 

2, Why did )'0111 ju.bditlion lnidate a dnJs ...... 8 pro ...... 7 (pi ....... ek.U 1b.1 .,,1,) 

o State law o CoonI)' Of CII)' law o l'od .. aJ alCOUtl,.mmllDwlrdt ...... ·r .... ~ o Iu parI of. healoh or "waIlM"" popam o To ,.dueo obsenlorbm o To reduce wm·oYer o To reduce ac:ckk:nuACes • 
DTo in ....... 0 ••• a11 producllyll)' o To .odue. drua usc o To Inc:tc ... public ;on/'td ..... 1n JO"<I1VI1CII oll!clall 
OOohcr(plcu.""",lfy) _______________________ _ 

3. Pl .... 1.11 IU which ...... lel/employee poupa roquIre anployee or '!'PU.."I dN .... 1Ina: whld! '1""" Icl/aroups 
plan to instilute ~Ibl' wiohln the nell U .... 1111: and ...... -J pmons ... cunmtly .....,Ioyod within each .,....,.. 

ATP1!.ESFJrr wmllNTlIENEXT NUMBER OF PERSONS 
11 MONTllS ctlRREHt'L Y EMPLOYED 

AGENCIES REQUrRlNO ApflianU £IIIploye<o Appllc:lfIIS £mploye .. 
TESTlNO 

All B B B B C ..... d .... 

Couru 0 0 0 0 
F'aro 0 0 0 0 

HoaILh 0 0 0 0 
Polke 0 0 0 0 

TnnspolUlJon 0 0 0 0 
011 ... (pl .... spuil'y) 0 0 0 0 

PART B. TIlE DRUO TF.sTtNO rROC'US. faOCEDU1tES AND VERIFiCATION 

I. Doca the IabotalDfy r .. """,ible ror proccM""lal '""'I'kt CftIIIIo1 the rolJowlo.lnlllallmmumUlay{.)1 
(pl .... check all thai 'Ppl,) 

o Radio (IlIA) o EnrYlM (EIA) o F1uorooc:mco pol.lullo. (FlA) 

OO!her(pl ..... """';I'y) ______________________ _ 

l. Docs the IabotOl"'}' verify Inltld posidY. rcsuIullwoup conr.........,. .... y.1 

DYes. tIuw,h IU tlwomOlop.phy( ...... ~"'IJI (OeIMS) 

ONo 

OO'.hcs(pI .... """'II'y) ______________________ _ 
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PART C. NU~IDER AND RESULTS OF URINALYSIS TESTS AD~UNlsrERED 

I. APPUCANTTES11NG 

.. How mlllY 'pplkula wo IU"blt (or lalln. claM.1ho pulI2 moNbal ____ _ 

... I/o., ITW1Y "PPlle.'1I wer. kihei? 
c. I/o., nuny Ipp!lc"IIIHlod ,.,.111 .. willi. conr"",1ICfJ ... yl~ _____ _ 
cI. U ""ssibl .. I'louaindicala MW PWlY .ppU .... II ... 1od """d •• (0.: 

Amp/Ictaml4cl 
Ba.l>lIu,. ... 
Cocaine 
M";juan. 

Cpi .... 
PCP 
0Ibcr (pl .... 'pecicy) 

:z. EMPLOYEE TESTING 

L I/o., many I.plo' ...... .,., .U,lblt (:x , .. "I", claM,1ho .... '12 mor>Ihal _____ _ 
b. Ho ... """1 cmploycu ...... lIsud1 _,.,-_-=-__ 
c. How .... '1 cmployoc' InIld podllu willi t con/lnnuory .... yl~ _____ _ 
d. U "" .. ibl .. pl .... Indic ... how mlllY omplor-a IOJIOo! """ki •• (oc: 

Amp/lcLanUnu 
DiIbllW'l'" 
Cocalno. 
Morijumri 
0plaIu 
PCP 
0Ih0f (pluM .por:lry) 

.. 1'10 ... lndlco ...... hr:1her JO'II jw!a.\i<tIoQ Uope • nconI 0( "'" ...... boo o( ...... ,.........s (0( "'" rallowlna 
/UIOm: (<bock .U "'allppl,) 

o S"'p:Clon DC Usa o Ao<idcnt Dt uruar. Pr..:dce o DI:rin, TIUlmcnl 
DOh«(pIcosa'~Y)I ___________________________________ __ 

PART D. YOUR JURISDICTION'S RESPONSE(S) TO POsmvE EMPLOYEE TEST IlESULTS 

I. How doca rOUl jurisrlictlo~ ...... u, ... pond what III c:mployoo " oonlinned posId .. ror ..... ,.01 
o Imrncdi ... Tcrmirutlon o Ref ..... 10 EAr Cor COUIUICllnlfl''''"I/lICtU 
OOlhof(pIc ... 'pceiIy) ___________________ _ 

---.---------------------------------
:z. "" posaiblt (or on empl0YM 1O,.1alro IW/her Job lI'IIr .. dna .... 111 ........ !boa cwIco7 

DNa o V .. (p\c ..... plaln) _________________ _ 
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rAMT F.. YOUR JCRISUICTION'S DRUI].f'REF. WORKPLACE 'ROGMMI RELATED ISSur.5 

I. " ... tII ... t-n ant ch.lkn, .. 10 your jutladl.d .... •• dnI, Ia.d., I'"'pam7 

o YO$ (ple .. e complete til •• lwl below) 0 No 

TYI'EOfCHALLENOI! 
lA .... uili NeIIU .. Cornmmll 0Ihef (pI .. ", .pcc:ity) 

",r.-
CI/ALLENOER 

·Eml't:OVeCl Unions 
.toIo.,Union Employ .. 
Ornu~ • 
• llI<Iivldu.1 Emplo .... 
• PrjVlteCiliuns 
-Civil Liberti., OroUD. 
001II<. (pl ..... pcc:lly/ 

2. Does your juthdicdon k""p •• econ! 01 ""11 ..... Iared wi"' .... lollowin, upcc:u of I .. dnI,.r,... wmtplace prop...,? 
(check all Ihlll,pl,) 

o Spe.1mctt co1lec1Ion/."alVI1. o OWId, 't.tlmcnl ",~.,~."radUd .. 
o EAP Ir ... ~-relared .."lwid .. /facUillcs o Employee donn! tUM durin, ""dr.""" • ..,,.1 

3. Whll reoulll hIV. been ,oIned &om tho Inld.d,," oC)'OUt ~I dnI,·r ... wOfl<t>*clclrul .. stln, propam7 

o Lower .bo_lsm nlct o Lower_.-o Lower occident rIleS o D:creued dru, IIr.O 

o Hi.her ovrnJl .. ' .. ..,.hhy o Incrcued ...... eooIldmc:e In aovcrmtau olrocW. o No pool~v .... ullI .ecorded o Qther(pleucopoeIlJ) ______________________ _ 

4. Would lmHued Fed<rallechni.a1 ... Is ...... be _rill to r- jor\Jdictlon'. dnI,.fr .. wo.kplJoco propam1 

0,.,. 
DVts (ltyts, pl .... _ tho.pace belo .. lOdcscribo)'OUt ladricoIud._".ed ... more dclal~ ., ••• 

manual Of! plopam d .. l .... Ilroinlnl_ .... ) 

--------------------_ .... ,-

Pkau WIIT/I'ftls 10m '0: 

TIl< Lazar 11UIiI~ 
Iln6Luq'­

McLt/Jlf, VA 22101 

Il,ou Iwtv, t1111 qllCJliotu, ,,1._ coU (1DJ) .U.oooo """ d/"" R<>bnfd F,IJmm or RIJl'"D"'I MIIlmM. 

TItoM you for yow c/IOptfIJdon. 
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