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Probationers &
Substance Use
Disorders

9x general
population

Feuht, & Gfoerer, 2011
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Research on Drug
Testing in Criminal
Justice

Limited evidence of
effectiveness

Holloway et al, 2006; DuPouy, 2014
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American Society of Addiction Medicine (ASAM) Guidelines

Drug tests should support an
individuals’ recovery and not be used
to punish them




Lack of Guidance
on Drug Testing
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When and who
to test?

* Why am | testing?

* What questions will the
test answer for me?

Jarvis et al., 2017; Kleiman et al., 2003




Drug Test Results

e Discussion

e Sanctions when appropriate

Jarvis et al., 2017; Mee-Lee, 2018



TASC, 2015

Limitations of Drug
Tests

* Cannot create abstinence
* Not treatment
* Cannot diagnose SUD

e Cannot offer qualitative
information




 Communication w/ tx
* Dialogue
* Policies
* Positivity

e Recovery tool

Overall Recommendations
from the Literature

Carey, Finigan, Crumpton, & Waller, 2006; Harell & Kleiman, 2001; Taxman, 2015; Jarvis et al., 2017



llinois Probation Drug Testing

Findings from an ICJIA survey of probation departments



Study Design & Sample

* Online survey
* Summer 2019

* N=38 probation directors




Policies and
Procedures




EXTENT OF PROBATION DEPARTMENT USE OF RANDOM DRUG TESTING (N=37)
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DRUG TEST TYPES (N=38)

Urine
SCRAM
Sahiva
Sweat Patch
Hair Follicle
Blood Test [l 3%

Pupilometer | 0%

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50% 60%  70%  80%  90% 100%




DRUG TEST SAMPLE TAMPERING METHODS (N=38)
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DRUGS DETECTED BY TESTS (N=37)
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PROBATION DEPARTMENT RESPONSES TO POSITIVE DRUG TEST RESULTS

Initial Positive Drug
Tests (n=38)

Sporadic Positive Drug
Tests (n=37)

Continuous Positive Drug
Tests (n=38)
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NEGATIVE TEST RESULT RESPONSES (N=38)
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Study Recommendations
for Policy and Practice

* Increase random drug testing

* Reduce punitive responses to
positive drug tests

 Offer positive incentives
e Contingency management




References

Carey, S. M., Finigan, M., Crumpton, D., & Waller, M. (2006). California drug courts: outcomes, costs and promising practices: An overview of
Phase Il in a statewide study. Journal of Psychoactive Drugs, 3, 345-356.

Dupouy, J., Macmier, V., Catala, H., Lavit, M., Oustric, S., & Lapeyre-Mestre, M. (2014). Does urine drug abuse screening help for managing
patients? A systematic review. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 136(1), 11-20.

Feucht, T. E., & Gfoerer, J. (2011). Mental and substance use disorders among adult men on probation or parole: Some success against a
persistent challenge. Rockville, MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration.

Harrell, A., & Kleiman, M. (2001). Drug testing in criminal H’ustice settings. In C. Leukefeld & F. Tims (Eds.), Clinical and policy responses to drug
offenders. Policies and issues. New York, NY: Springer Publishing Company.

Holloway K. R., Bennett, T. H., & Farrington, D. P. (2006). The effectiveness of drug treatment programmes in reducing criminal behaviour: A
meta-analysis. Psichothema, 18, 620—-629.

Jarvis, M., Williams, J., Hurford, M., Lindsay, D., Lincoln, P, Leila, G., ... Safarian, T. (2017). Appropriate use of drug testing in clinical addiction
medicine. Journal of Addiction Medicine, 11(3), 163-173.

Kleiman, M. A. R., Tran, T. H., Fishbein, P.,, Magula, M., Allen, W., & Lacy, G. (2003). Opportunities and barriers in probation reform: A case study
of drug testing and sanctions. Berkley, CA: California Policy Research Center.

Mee-Lee, D. (2018). “How to track treatment progress and adherence with the ASAM criteria for drug court team members” [PowerPoint].

TASC (2015)d’]’cDrug testing strategies” [PowerPoint]. Retrieved from http://nationaltasc.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/drug-testing-
strategies.p

Taxman, F. S. (2015). Community supervision in the post mass incarceration era. Federal Probation, 79(2), 41-45.



Contact Information

Jessica Reichert

Acting Research Director

Manager, Center for Justice Research and Evaluation
lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority

300 W. Adams St., Suite 200

Chicago, IL 60606

773-860-5393 (cell)

Jessica.Reichert@Illinois.gov



mailto:Jessica.Reichert@Illinois.gov

