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Drug Testing Promotes Workplace Safety

MELISSA DITHOMAS

In this article, Melissa DiThomas argues that workplace drug testing has several ber.'-eﬁts for
organizations, including reductions in employee turnover and absenteeism as well as increases
in worker productivity. She uses survey data collected from employers tq support her
arguments. DiThomas notes that employers often test for five kinds of psychoactive substances,
but she suggests that some organizations might move to a nine-panel screen.

An effective drug testing program promotes a safe,
productive workplace in addition to a multitude of
other benefits, according to a recent industry poll.
This article explores the many advantages of em-
ployee drug testing, and illustrates how a pro-
gramss effectiveness is directly impacted by quickly

evolving industry trends and federal testing
legislation.

How Effective Is Drug Testing?

Employment drug testing is a powerful risk tool
that provides far-reaching organizational benefits.
In addition to promoting a safer, more productive
workplace, it can help decrease employee turnover
and absenteeism, reduce employer risk and lower
workers’ compensation incidence rates, according
to Drug Testing Efficacy 2011, a recent poll con-
ducted by the Society for Human Resource Man-
agement (SHRM) and the Drug and Alcohol
Testing Industry Association (DATIA). The poll,
one of the most comprehensive and current sur-
veys regarding drug testing available today, ques-
tioned employers ranging from 500 to 2,500

Reprinted from Melissa DiThomas, 2012,
Safety, October 1.
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employees, most of which were publicly owned for-
profit organizations. The following key points were
discovered:

= What percentage of organizations conducted
pre-employment drug testing in 20117 More
than one-half of organizations (57 percent)
indicated they conduct drug testing on all
job candidates. More than one-quarter
(29 percent) of the organizations do not have
a pre-employment drug testing program.
* Is there a connection between drug testing
programs and absenteeism? Yes. In organiza-
tions with high employee absenteeism rates
(more than 15 percent), the implementation of
a drug testing program appears to have an
impact. Nine percent of organizations reported
high absenteeism rates (>15 percent) prior toa
drug testing program, whereas only 4 percent of
Organizations reported high absenteeism rates
after the implementation of a drug testing pro-
gram, a decrease of approximately so percent.
Are workers’ Compensation incidence rates
affected by drug testing programs? Yes. In

"In Occupational Health and



organizations with high workers’ compensa-
tion incidence rates (>6 percent), the imple-
mentation of a drug testing program appears
to have an impact. Fourteen percent of organi-
sations reported high workers' compensation
incidence rates prior to a drug testing program,
whereas only 6 percent of organizations re-
ported similar rates of workers’ compensation
after the implementation of a drug testing pro-
gram, a decrease of approximately so percent.

« Do drug testing programs improve em-
ployee productivity rates? Nearly one-fifth
(19 percent) of organizations experienced an
increase in productivity after the implemen-
tation of a drug testing program.

» How much of an impact do drug testing pro-
grams have on employee turnover rates?
Sixteen percent of organizations saw a de-
crease in employee turnover rates after the
implementation of drug testing programs.

» Do multinational organizations apply sim-
ilar drug testing protocols/policies in the
United States and globally? Nearly three-
quarters (72 percent) of organizations with
multinational operations indicated that all,
almost all or some of the same protocols/
policies are applied while conducting drug
tests outside the United States.

Maintain Program Efficacy by Understanding
Trends and Federal Programs

Just as there are many types of drug testing pro-
grams, ranging from those regulated by the U.S.
Department of Transportation (DOT) to privately
developed and managed programs, there are also
many testing options available today. However, in
order to create the most appropriate and effective
lesting program, you must first understand what's
happening in the industry,

The drug testing industry was born 30 years
4g0, after the launch of federal drug testing require-
ments in the 1980s. A lot has changed in 30 years.
_The types of drugs being abused are quickly evolv-
Ing and so are the abusers.

While marijuana is still the number one most
abused drug globally, prescription drugs
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pave moved into second place, overshadow-
Ing cocaine. Technology has played a big role
in these changes. For example, the street dis-
tr!butor has morphed into the Internet dis-
tributor, making it easier than ever to access
prescription medication without ever visiting
a doctor.

= The use of pill mills, which are clinics, doc-
tors or pharmacies that are prescribing large
amounts of prescription medication for non-
medical use, are also becoming prominent in
the U.S., prompting abusers to travel across
state lines to access these mills.

In lock-step with these trends, new federal leg-
islation and program guidelines are also appearing.
For example, in addition to standard illicit drugs,
prescription medication and designer drugs must
now be considered for testing. Just two years ago in
October 2010, the DOT expanded its standard test
panel to include Ecstasy as part of the amphet-
amines drug panel and also lowered cutoff levels of
testing for amphetamines and cocaine. The result
was as expected; such that DOT regulated pro-
grams are seeing an increase in positives for both
categories.

Now, the US. government is enhancing its
program even further. A breakthrough this year
has been the approval by the Department of Health
and Human Services (DHHS) of the recommenda-
tions made by the Drug Test Advisory Board
(DTAB), which include testing for synthetic opiates
such as hydrocodone and oxycodone, also known
as Vicodin or Oxycontin by their brand names.
Additionally, DTAB recommended using oral fluid
testing as an alternative testing method. The pro-
cess for the DOT to implement these recommenda-
tions could still take years, but this is a big first step
in modifying the federal drug testing program and
provides guidance on potential drugs you can test
for within your own program.

Designer drugs such as synthetic marijuana
and synthetic amphetamines are also on the federal

overnment’s radar. Known as K2/Spice and Bath
Salts, these drugs are manufactured and marketed
in such a way as to avoid legal roadblocks to distri-
bution, which makes testing for them difficult and
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expensive. President Obama signed the Synthetic
Drug Abuse Prevention Act of 2012 into law on July g,
2012, as part of S. 3187, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion Safety and Innovation Act. The legislation bans

synthetic compounds commonly found. in ﬁynlheuc
marijuana (“K2” or “Spice”), synthetic stimulants
(“Bath Salts”), and hallucinogens, by placing them
under Schedule I of the Controlled Substances Act,

Table 23.1 Drugs and Testing Panels.

Drug Name

Description

DOTS5/9/panel

DOTS/9/panel
DOTS/9/panel

DOT5/9/panel

DOTS5/9/panel
DOT

9 panel

9 panel

9 panel

9 panel
Add on

Add on

Add on

Add on

Amphetamines
(amphetamines,

methamphetamines)

Marijuana

Cocaine

Opiates (codeine,
morphine, heroin)

Phencyclidine (PCP)

Specimen validity
testing

Barbiturates

Benzodiazepines

Methadone

Propoxyphene
Ecstasy

Hydrocodone/
hydromorphone

Oxycodone/
oxymorphone

Meperidine

i i th potent central nervous system
Methamphetamine is a highly addictive drug wi .
stimulant properties. Effective 10/1/2012 Ecstasy is now part of the DOT
Amphetamines panel.

Marijuana is the most commonly abused illicit drug in the United States.

Cocaine is a powerfully addictive stimulant that directly affects the brain. It an be
administered by a doctor for legitimate medical uses, such as local anesthesia for
some eye, ear, and throat surgeries.

Codeine, morphine and heroin. Heroin is an illegal, highly addictive drug. It is both
the most abused and the most rapidly acting of the opiates. Today, heroin is an illicit
substance having no medical utility in the United States.

Originally designed as a human anesthetic and later produced only as a veterinary
anesthetic, PCP is no longer produced or used for legitimate purposes.

Checking to see if specimen is consistent with human urine. Checks for pH, specific
gravity, and oxidizing adulterants.

Barbiturates produce a wide spectrum of central nervous system depression, from

mild sedation to coma, and have been used as sedatives, hypnotics, anesthetics, and
anticonvulsants.

The benzodiazepine family of depressants is used therapeutically to produce
sedation, induce sleep, relieve anxiety and muscle spasms, and to prevent seizures

In general, benzodiazepines act as hypnotics in high doses, anxiolytics in moderate
doses, and sedatives in low doses.

Although chemically unlike morphine or heroin, methadone produces many of the
same effects. Introduced into the United States in 1947 as an analgesic (Dolophinel),
itis primarily used today for the treatment of narcotic addiction.

Propoxyphene is used to relieve mild to moderate pain.

MDMA (3,4-methylenediox
chemically similar to the st
mescaline.

ymethampheumme) is a synthetic, psychoactive drug
mulant methamphetamine and the hallucinogen

Hydrocodone has an

ic; 's active ingredient, in a timed-release tablet. Oxycodone
products have been illicitly abused for the past 30 years,

Currently it is used for pre-anesthesia and the relief of moderate to severe pain,
particularly in obstetrics and Post-operative situations.

Meperidine is available in tablets, SYrups,and injectable forms under generic and
brand name (Demerol, Mepergan, etc.) Schedule || preparations.

Sources: http://www.usdoi gov/dea/concern/concern htm
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This new law will make it easier for law en-
forcement agencies to take action against the manu-
facturers, importers and sellers of these products.
While this represents progress in the battle against
synthetic drugs, authorities must still continue to
monitor and update the list of prohibited substances
as manufacturers modify the composition of the
drugs to circumvent legislation. Some employers
have begun testing for these types of drugs in rea-

sonable cause situations.
While the DOT and most non-regulated em-

ployers test a standard five-panel, these changes in
prescription and designer drug abuse are creating a
legitimate opportunity for employers to expand
that panel to include additional drugs. For example,
First Advantage, a large third party administrator,
notes that its manufacturing customers are moving
to a nine-panel test with an additional two drugs—
hydrocodone and oxycodone.

Table 23.1 lists common drugs and testing
panels included in employer drug testing programs.

For Discussion

1. Workplace drug testing can screen
screen for alcohol? Why or w

justice system spend considerable amounts of

workplace safety outweigh the costs?

2. The author cites survey
participated in the research repo

to being hired. At some universi
are required to undergo pre-em
exempt from this requirement.
practices? Are they fair?

hy not? Additionally,

data which showed that slig
rted that all job can
ties in the United States

ployment drug testing,
How do you t
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e S nP;aE.lC:'.. By monitoring mdu.ﬁtry
ness by underslan:ll;nam )"}‘:}‘;Pfogfam eﬁCCU.Ve'
abused and modifyin i .drugs s
Fook i ; g your testing panel base(?l on
t : ormation. Likewise, laws and regulations
will help dictate what can be tested and how that
testing should be conducted.

.It is always recommended that employers
'retam internal or external legal counsel specializ-
ing in drug testing to review drug and alcohol test-
ing laws in the states where their applicants
and employees reside, and states where they
have physical locations. An organization such as
DATIA is also a great resource to help you stay
updated on drug testing industry trends and
legislation. Visit the website www.datia.org to
learn more about DATIA and membership

opportunities.

for different kinds of drugs. Should drug testing also

employers as well as the criminal

money on drug testing. Do the benefits of

htly more than half of employers who
didates underwent drug testing prior
_non-academic staff members

however, faculty members are

hink universities justify these different
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Drug Testing in the Workplace

Summary Conclusions of the Independent Inquiry into Drug Testing at Work

in the United Kingdom.The article is a
dent panel in the United Kingdom. The
of drug testing that were outlined by
articles summarize the key aspects of

This next article pertains to workplace drug testing
summary of a full report conducted by an indepen
report’s conclusions differ from the arguments in favor
DiThomas in the previous article. Collectively, the two

the debate over workplace drug testing.

What role, if any, does drug and alcohol testing have
in the workplace in modern Britain? In what cir-
cumstances, if any, should an employer discipline or
dismiss staff for using drugs and alcohol? Does
business have a legitimate involvement in what
people do in their own time? The report from the
Independent Inquiry on Drug Testing at Work
(IIDTW) sets out and considers the arguments on
drug testing at work, and concludes with a set of de-
tailed recommendations. Over an 18-month period,
the IIDTW considered written and oral evidence
from employers and employees, providers of drug
testing services, trade unions and business organ-
isations, insurers and police officers, occupational
health physicians and health and safety specialists,
natural and social scientists, lawyers, philosophers
and other experts in drug testing policy. This was an
independent inquiry, facilitated by DrugScope and
funded by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and the
Network of European Foundations.

Key Findings

» The evidence on the links between drug use
and accidents at work, absenteeism, low pro-
ductivity and poor performance was incon-
clusive. Most employers who had drug tested
employees told the IIDTW that levels of pos-
itive results were very low.

» There is a lack of evidence for a strong link
between drug use and accidents in safety-
critical industries, such as transport, engi-
neering, quarrying and mining. Clearly,
however, drug- and alcohol-induced intoxi-
cation will be a source of risk in such
environments.

* However, other factors may have a greater
impact on safety, productivity and perfor-
mance, including bad working conditions,
sleeping and health problems, excessive
workloads and work-related stress.

Reprinted from Drug Testing in the Workplace: The Report of the Inde
published in 2004 by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Rt[;roduced

Foundation.

pendent Inquiry into Drug Testing at Work,
by permission of the Joseph Rowntree




Evidence considered by the IDTW suggests
that alcohol is probably a greater cause for
concern in the workplace than illicit drugs.
There is no clear evidence that drug testing at
work has a significant deterrent effect.
Drug testing is not a measure of current in-
toxication and will reveal information about
drug use that can have no impact on safety,
productivity or performance. Someone may
test positive after taking a drug days, weeks
or months before.
People are not generally required to organise
their lives to maximise their productivity
at work, and employers do not have a direct
law enforcement function. Empowering em-
ployers to investigate private behaviour
actively—in the absence of legitimate safety
or performance concerns—is in conflict with
liberal-democratic values.
The IIDTW found that the legal position on
drug testing at work is confused. Employers
could be open to legal challenge if they
invade the privacy of employees unnecessar-
ily, particularly under the Human Rights Act
1998 and the Data Protection Act 1998.
Drug testing services in the UK are being
provided by a very disparate group of compa-
nies and individuals. Many of them are very
responsible. But the picture is mixed, with
evidence that some of these companies may
be making what appear to be inflated claims
about the extent and impact of alcohol and
drug problems in the workplace and the
effectiveness of their own products.
Remarkably little is known about the extent
of drug testing at work in the UK. Perhaps
the most reliable information comes from a
small survey conducted by the IIDTW which
found that 4 percent of employers who
responded were conducting drug tests, and a
further ¢ percent were “likely” to introduce
drug tests in the next year.
Many employers and experts who gave
evidence to the IIDTW highlighted the costs
of drug testing at work. These include not
only financial costs but also the potentially
divisive nature of testing and the costs of
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excluding otherwise responsible and capable
people from employment.

Key Recommendations

* Employers have a legitimate interest in drug

and alcohol use amongst their employees in a
restricted set of circumstances only. These
circumstances are:
i. where employees are engaging in illegal
activities in the workplace;

ii. where employees are actually intoxicated
in work hours;

ili. where drug or alcohol use is (otherwise)
having a demonstrable impact on em-
ployees’ performance that goes beyond a
threshold of acceptability;

iv. where the nature of the work is such that
any responsible employer would be
expected to take all reasonable steps to
minimise the risk of accident; and

v. where the nature of the work is such
that the public is entitled to expect a
higher than average standard of behav-
iour from employees and/or there is
a risk of vulnerability to corruption
(for example, in the police or prison
service).

» There is a need for continued research, moni-

toring and analysis of the impact and devel-
opment of drug testing at work.

The system of accreditation for providers of
drug testing services is unsatisfactory. Labo-
ratories that are not currently accredited
should be given three years either to bring
themselves up to the standards for accredita-
tion of the UK Accreditation Service (UKAS)
or form an equivalent self-regulatory system.
If they fail to do so, then a legal requirement
should be introduced.

The government should produce clear and
definitive guidance on drug testing at work,
and particularly on the legal issues.

If staff have drug or alcohol problems then
this is a health and welfare issue as well as a
disciplinary matter and should not be an au-
tomatic trigger for dismissal. Wherever pos-
sible, employees in safety-critical functions
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should be redeployed in other roles and pro-
rided with help and support.

. \Dl;j:j:and chogol policy should not bc'sorTlc-
thing that is imposed on employees by maln-‘
agers. Drug testing should only ever be
introduced following proper consultation
with staff and their representatives and
should be even-handed.

= For the majority of businesses, investment in
management training and systems is likely to
have more impact on safety, performance
and productivity than the introduction of
drug testing at work. There is a wealth of
evidence that good and open management is
the most effective method of improving
workplace performance and tackling drug
and alcohol problems amongst staff.

The Inquiry

The IIDTW was set up in 2002 and has since con-
sidered written and oral evidence over an 18-month
period. It was facilitated by DrugScope and sup-
ported by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and the
Network of European Foundations. It arose out of
concerns about the lack of any independent assess-
ment of the arguments for and against—and the
lack of reliable evidence about—drug testing at
work, and at a time when there was concern that
this practice was growing in the UK.

The IIDTW conducted its inquiry under the
supervision of an independent chair in Ruth Evans—
formerly Director of the National Consumer
Council and Chair of the Independent Inquiry into
Paediatric Cardiac Services at the Royal Brompton
and Harefield Hospitals—and an independent
director, Yolande Burgin. The evidence was consid-
ered by the Chair and Director along with 16 distin-
guished commissioners, including leaders from the
voluntary and community sector, social policy spe-
cialists, clinicians, academics, lawyers, trade union-
ists and representatives from employers groups.

Background

The term “drug testing” refers to the
logical material to de
in the body. Urine t
UK, but saliva, swe

analysis of bio-
tect drugs or their metabolites
€sts are most common in the
at and hair can be lested. For

alcohol, breath tests are most common. Drug teg.
ing at work takes a variety of turn?s. mc‘ludmg pre-
employment testing, random testing of employ,
and post-accident testing.

The use of drug testing has expanded in the crim-
inal justice system and in sports, and there hag been
reccﬁt public and media discussion of the potential for
expanding drug testing in both the police service and
schools. Work-related drug testing is more wide-
spread in the UK than ever before, and could inCrease
significantly in the future, partly as a consequence of
the marketing of drug testing services to employers,

The issue of drug testing is complex and has sg.
entific, ethical, economic, legal and social dimensions

However, the questions that it raises are not
simply technical ones for the relevant experts. They
include questions about the rapidly changing natyre
of work and leisure in the modern world; the bal-
ance between the interests of employers and the in.
dividual privacy of employees; and the relationship
between substance misuse and workplace stress,
The expansion of drug testing at work could have a
profound impact on all employees and potential
employees in modern Britain, and there is a danger
that this practice could become increasingly routine
in the absence of a full and proper public debate.

ces

The Science

Drug tests can detect if a drug has been used in a
given time period, but, generally, do not directly
measure the effects of drugs and alcohol in terms of
intoxication or impairment. They may reveal that
drugs were used weeks or months previously, and

cannot distinguish one-off users from

people with
se

rious dependency problems. There is a problem of
“false positives” with some legally available drugs
capable of producing a positive test for illicit sub-
stances. Drug testing is not infallible. But the science
i1s already sufficiently sophisticated to enable em-
ployers to find out a great deal of information about
drug use among staff and prospective stafl. Tests
may also reveal other information, such as the use of
prescription drugs to treat medical conditions.

The Law

The legal Position on drug testing at “""k:
confused. There 1S no direct legislation an



important legal questions hinge on interpretation
of a range of provisions in health and safety,
employment, human rights and data protection
law, The main principles behind the current legal
and self-regulatory provisions appear to be as
follows:
« that people are entitled to a private life;
« that employers are required to look to the
safety of the public;
« that people are entitled to dignity;
» that people are entitled to proper quality
standards for evidence used against them in
court or disciplinary proceedings.

These are emerging issues for jurisprudence
and there has, to date, been little case law on drug
testing arising from the Human Rights Act 1998 and
the Data Protection Act 1998. Some of the issues
have been clarified to some degree with the publica-
tion by the Information Commissioner of the con-
sultation draft of Part 4 of the Employment Practices
Data Protection Code in November 2003 (Informa-
tion Commissioner, 2003). The Information Com-
missioner is responsible for the implementation of
the Data Protection Act. According to the Commis-
sioner’s draft Code, the legitimacy of drug testing
will depend on showing that there are health and
safety concerns and on providing evidence of real
(not assumed) impairment of performance.

Trends and Trajectories

A MORI poll was conducted on behalf of the
IIDTW in 2003. Over 200 companies were Sur-
veyed, of which 4 percent conducted drug tests and
a further 9 percent said that they were likely to
introduce tests in the next year. In addition,
78 percent said that they would be more likely to
test if they believed that drug or alcohol use was
affecting performance or productivity. Overall
numbers might seem comparatively low on the
MORI findings, but this is highly misleading. If
4 percent of businesses are drug testing this will
affect hundreds of thousands of employees. If the
9 percent of businesses who told MORI that they
were likely to introduce testing in the next year do
so, then this trebles the proportion of UK busi-
nesses testing over a 12-month period.
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The IIDTW was not able to establish the extent
of drug testing at work or the overall trends to its
own satisfaction, with other surveys producing dif-
ferent figures to the MORI poll, largely reflecting
the differences in their respective samples.

. A major expansion of drug testing at work,
'whxle far from inevitable, is now a genuine possibil-
ity. The North American experience shows how
Fapidly drug testing at work can expand, with test-
ing in the US developing into a multi-billion dollar
industry since the 1980s. There is evidence that
increasing numbers of British employers are identi-
fying drug and alcohol use as a problem for them.
There is a lack of evidence to suggest that drug and
alcohol use is in fact having a serious and wide-
spread effect on the workplace in modern Britain.
There is a need for continued monitoring of trends
and trajectories.

Health and Safety

Overall, the IIDTW was unable to find conclusive
evidence for a link between drug use and accidents
at work, except for alcohol. A literature review by
the Health and Safety Executive reports that “five
studies have found some association between drug
use and work place accidents, whereas seven others
found little or no evidence” (Beswick et al. 2002).
The relationship between drug use and workplace
accident is far from clear-cut. Nor is there conclu-
sive evidence that drug testing is a deterrent to
drug and alcohol consumption or that it reduces
accident rates.

The IIDTW was satisfied, however, that drug
and alcohol testing can have an important role in
safety-critical environments. First, it is apparent
from what we know about the psychological effects
of various drugs, that intoxication impairs perfor-
mance and it is a reasonable supposition that test-
ing can deter and detect drug use in some
circumstances. Second, even if the deterrent effect
is fairly marginal, the [IDTW was made acutely
aware that in some occupations a single mistake
could have disastrous consequences in terms of
nd death. Third, the IIDTW was advised
that it is difficult—if not impossible—to prove a

ay. And, finally, while some of

deterrent effect anyw
the evidence prcsentcd to the IIDTW suggested

injury a
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that drug testing in safety-critical i,ndUs[ries" is
more about maintaining public confidence than
having a demonstrable impact on behaviour, l.he
confidence of the public is an entirely valid consid-
eration in its own right.

Performance Issues

Organisations cannot require staff or prospective
staff to organise their lives in such a way that
they maximise their productivity at work. Sociable
drinking, late nights and childcare responsibili-
ties, for example, can all impact on performance
at work. The private activities of employees are a
legitimate concern only if they impact on perfor-
mance to a degree that exceeds a certain threshold
for acceptable performance.

Employers have an interest in staff perfor-
mance, but there is little or no conclusive evidence
on the effectiveness or otherwise of drug and alco-
hol testing as a means of enhancing performance.
Even if drug testing is beneficial in terms of perfor-
mance, the benefits will need to be weighed against
costs, including the impact on staff morale and
workplace relationships and the potential recruit-
ment and human resource cost of excluding illicit
drug users from jobs that they are otherwise well-
qualified to perform.

Employment and the Criminal Law

Employers will rightly be concerned if they find
that staff are breaking the law by using or supplying
drugs at work, and could face criminal proceedings
for turning a blind eye. But employers do not have a
law enforcement role in our society. Nobody would
suggest that employers should be given powers to
look at the bank accounts of job applicants or
acquire stop and search powers to investigate their
staff. For similar reasons, employers should not be
granted drug testing powers simply as a means of
investigating the private activities of employees.

The possible illegality of otherwise private ac-
tivities is a legitimate concern in some occupations
where the public is entitled to expect exemplary
standards of probity and honesty, particularly with
respect to professionals directly involved in admin-
istering the criminal law, such as police and prison
officers.

Conclusion

Drug testing can have an important role in safety-
critical and other occupations where the public ig
entitled to expect the highest standards of safety and
probity. Aside from this, there is no justification for
drug testing simply as a way of policing the private
behaviour of the workforce, nor is it an appropriate
tool for dealing with most performance issues. Even
where drug testing does have a role it should be
approached with caution, and implemented in a fair,
transparent and inclusive way. The IIDTW con-
cludes that good all-round management is the most
effective method for achieving higher productivity,
enhanced safety, low absentee rates, low staff turn-
over and a reliable and responsible workforce. For
most businesses, investment in management train-
ing and systems will have more impact on safety, per-
formance and productivity than drug testing at work.
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