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About 7 of avery 8 prisons In the Nation
tested an estimated total of 565,500
inmates for ons or mors illegal drugs
between July 1, 1989, and June 30, 1990.
In State facilities, 3.6% of the tests for
cocaine, 1.3% for heroin, 2.0% for
ethamphetamines, and 6.3% for mari-

Wjuana found evidenice of drug use. In
Federal prisons, 0.4% of the tests for
cocaine, 0.4% for heroin, 0.1% for
methamphetamines, and 1.1% for
marijuana were positive.

This report uses information provided to
the Census of State and Federal Adult
Correctional Facllities. Data were collected
from 957 State prison facilitles, 250 State
community-based facllities, and 80 Federal
prisons operating on June 29, 1990.
Censuses were also conducted in 1984,
1979, and 1974, but the 1990 census was
the first to gather information on drug
Interdiction practices, drug testing of
inmates and staff, and inmate drug
treatment programs.

Other findings from the 1990 census
include the following:

» Ninety-eight percent of State community-
based facllities — those in which at least
half of the residents may leave the facility
dally — tested residents. All Federal
ptisons and 83% of State prisons reported
that they tested inmates for drug use.

o Seventy-six percent of institutions
reported testing Inmates for drugs when
drug use was suspected. Twenty
percent tested all Inmates at least once
during confinement.

July 1982

This study examines how State and
Federal correctional facliities seek to
stop the entry and use of illegal drugs.
Based on the 1990 Census of State and
Federal Correctional Facllities, the
report indicates that neariy 9 in 10
institutions conduct urine survsillance
among the inmate poptiation, usually on
a random basis or on suspiclon of use.
Marljuana and cocaline were the drugs
most commonly detected — in Federal
facllities about 1 in 100 of the tests for
marijuana and 1 in 250 tests for cocaine
were positive while in State facilities
about 1 In 16 tests were positive for
marijuana and 1 in 28 were positive for
cocaine.

1 want to express my deep appreclation
to the employess in the 857 State
prisons, 80 Federal prisons, and the 250
community-based facilities who partici-
pated in the cansus. The 100-percent
response rata s, | balieve, important
testimony to the utility and significance
of national data on the operations of our
Nation's correctional facllities.

Steven D. Dillingham, Ph.D.
Director

o At State confinement facllities 1.4%

of tests for cocalne, 1.0% for heroin, 2.3%
for methamphetamines, and 5.8% for
marijuana Indicated drug use,

e At State community-based facilities 8.9%
of tests for cocalne confirmed the
presence of the drug, as did 2.2% for
heroln, 1.1% for methamphetamines, and
8.1% tfor marijuana,

¢ State confinement facilities that only
tested inmates suspected of drug use had
higher positive rates than facliities that
tested all or random groups of inmates
(6% for cocaine and 14% for marijuana
versus 1.5% for cocaine and 5% for
marijuana).

» State and Federal facilities used a variety
of methods to prevent drugs from being
brought into the institution, including ques-
tioning, patdowns, clothing exchanges, and
body cavity searches,

¢ At admisslon Inmates were required to
exchange clothing in 88% of the Federal
prisons and §9% of State prisons; inmates
were patted down in 88% of Federal
prisons and 78% of the State prisons.

«» in the facilities using the most intrusive
interdiction technique, body cavity
searches, positive drug test results among
inmates tested were lowsr than in facilities
using other methods of interdiction.

¢ Questioning and search of balongings
were widely used for vislitors to both
Federal and State facilities.

o Federal confinement facilities reported
that they could provide drug treatment for
an estimated 7,800 inmates; State confine-
ment facliities, for 114,000; and State
community-based fagilities, for 9,400.

¢ Federal facilities were using an estimated
62% of total drug treatment capacity on

June 29, 1990; State confinement facilities,
78%; and community-based facllities, 66%.



Introduction

The Census of State and Federal Adult
Correctional Facilities, conducted period-

Interdiction actlvities

Most prison facilities patted down inmates
and required them to exchange clothes

them to substituta prison clothes. At least
three-quarters of both State and Federal
facilities questioned new admissions about
drugs.

lcally by the Bureau of the Census on upon admission or any reentry
behalf of the Bureau of Justice Statistics Table 1. Drug Interdiction activities
(BJS), Included a new serles of questions  Prison facllitles perform many activities to L°" tp”“;‘f ',';’;ﬁ?”j:ﬂf:ggg
In 1890, (See Methodology on page 12 for prevent drugs and other contraband from y type ¥
further Information about the census and entering. Correctional authorities com- Federsal State
the questionnaire.) This addendum — monly question inmates, pat them down, g‘;g'g"r‘gggfg‘gg’tg confine- Emg':]‘ti""' g:::,gmnhy-
designed with the assistance of the require changing into prison-furnished
Natlonal Institute on Drug Abuse and the clothes, and search body cavities. Eighty- | inmatesatadmission
Office of Natlonal Drug Control Policy —  elght percent of Federal facliities reported g:{ggw:“”m'"g e ;‘;"7’% ;?-g%
asked how facllities interdict drugs and that they patted down new admisslons and Clothingexchange 87.5  5§8.0  26.0
paraphernalia among inmates, visitors, and required them to replacs their clothes Body cavity search  61.8 451 14.4
staff and who was chosen for each method  (table 1). Seventy-sight percent of State Other s00 268 364
of interdiction. confinement facilities and 71% of Inmetes raturning
community-based facllities patted down f'°v"‘ ‘ggw"”g '°I'°ﬂs° 25 65 680
In addition, the addendum gathered infor-  newly admitted Inmates." Fifty-nine per- Potlo g e~ 707  ele
mation on drug testing policles, practices,  c¢ent of State confinement facllities and Clothingexchange 725 545  20.2
and outcomes. The questionnaire asked ~ 26% of community-based facllitles required | Sodcavitysearch  63.8 — 47.6 204
facllities to estimate the number of inmates TGommunity-based faciltes are those in which helf or .
in need of drug treatment programs and more of the residents are parmitted to leave unaccom- Number ot faciltios 80 857 250
the capacity of currently available panied by staff for work or study. Bacause Inmates
regularly leave community-based facilities, drug-related Nots: "Other” includes such measures as visual
programs. problems in these facilitias are different from those in saearch, drug testing, and strip search that examines
sacured facilities. clothing and body surfaces.
B. Indicata the types of interdiction activities for Mark (X) all that apply

targeted.

Type of interdiction activity

1. Verbal questioning

inmates/ragsidents and the groups of inmates/residents

New admissions

Inmates/residents returning
from temporary absences*

Suspected Suspected
All drug users/ | At random All drug users/ | At random
couriers couriers
(a) {b) (c) {d) (e) {f)

. Patdown

. Clothing exchange

. Body cavity search

aoea N

. Other —
Specify

*e.g., furlough, work release, study release, contact visitation, etc.

Methods of drug Interdiction

Different facllities have a variety of pali-
cies and practices related to interdiction
of drugs from inmates, visitors, and staff.

Facilities may physically check persons
entering the facility. Inmates rnay be
checked for drugs or other contraband
when they enter a {acility for the first time
or reenter after an absence. (The above
reproduced portion of the addendum
deals with interdiction activities among
inmates; similar sections asked about
policies for visitors and staff.)

The checks may be relatively nonintru-
sive, such as verbal questioning or pat-

downs, or more intrusive, such as body
cavity searches and clothing exchangss
or searches of belongings. These checks
may be conducted among all entering
persons, random groups, or only those
suspected of carrying drugs. Many pris-
ons may use all of the approaches at
different times.

The figure at right shows a general typo-
logy for the range of methods for each
type of drug Interdiction. A plus sign {(+)
indicates the use of a method and a
minus sign (-) means no reported use.
Type 1 facilities, for example, reported
using all three methods to choose per-
sons for an interdiction activity. Type 4
facilities reported performing an

interdiction activity on all persons but not
choosing random or suspected subjects.

(The same typology is applied to drug
testing. See the discussion, pages 5ta
10.)

Type of Who was chosen
Interdiction Al Random _Suspected
Type 1 + + +
Type 2 + + -
Type 3 + - +
Type 4 + - -
Type 5 - + +
Type 6 - + -
Type 7 - - +
Type 8 - - -




Table 2. Criterla for drug interdiction activity for prisoners in Federal
and State confinement facilities, June 1980

Summary Interdiction activity
Who was chosen of selection Verbal guestioning Patdown Clothing exchange Body cavity search
for Interdiction criterla Faderal State Faderal State Faderal State Federal State
Total 100% 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
Allinmatss, inmates chosenrandomly,
andinmates suspectedofusingdrugs ~ type 6.3 9.7 13.8 9.7 6.3 4.2 2.5 23
Allinmates and
inmates chosen randomly fype 2 3.8 5] 8.8 7.8 2.5 23 1.8 1.4
Allinmates and N
inmates suspactedof using drugs type 3 3.8 9.4 2.5 8.3 1.3 8.4 6.3 3.2
Allinmates butno other criterla yps 4 67.5 38.3 57.5 51.8 725 41.6 36.3 12.7
Inmates chosen randomly and
inmates suspected of using drugs type 5 1.3 4.6 1.3 33 0 3.0 1.2 241
Only inmates chosen randomly type 6 3.8 3.7 5.0 3 3.8 3.3 2.5 1.7
Only inmates suspactedof using drugs  type7 0 9.9 0 58 1.3 53 15.0 314
No reportad interdiction activity type 8 13.8 18.3 11.3 10.0 12,8 31.9 35.0 45,5
Number of facilities 80 957 80 857 80 957 &0 957
Note: Facllities indicated whether they parformed an interdiction activity on all inmates, on suspected drug usets/courlers,
and on inmates at random. Criteria for salection of inmates are arranged in mutually exclusive categories.

When looking for the presencs of hidden
drugs, facllities were less likely to perform
body cavity searches than take cther
Interdiction measures. Sixty-one percent
of Federal facilities, 45% of State con-
finement facllities, and 14% of State
community-based facillties reported that
thay conducted body cavity searches
among Inmates at admission.

conducted among all entering inmates.
About 39% of State confinement facilities
reported that a bady cavity search would
be conducted when the staff suspected
inmates of carrying drugs.

Most facilities searched the belongings
of visitors

Staff checked visitors* belongings for drugs
In 93% of Federal institutions, 87% of State
confinement facllities, and 76% of the com-
munity-based (table 3). Visitors were pat-
ted down for drugs In 51% of Federal pris-
ons, 69% of State confinement institutions,
and 40% of community-based facilitles.

Institutions could apply an interdiction
actlvity to all inmates, to groups of inmates
selected at random, or to suspected drug
users or couriers, Patting down new and
returning inmates and requiring them to
exchange clothes generally applied to all
Inmates (table 2). Over 80% ot Federal
facllities patted down all inmates and
required an exchange of clothing, Almost
78% of State confinement facllities frisked
all iInmates, and 57% substituted prisen
clothes.

All visitors were generally subjected to
searches of thelr belongings (table 4).
About 83% of Federal facilities and 57%
of State facilities looked through the
personal possessions of all visitors,
Frisking visitors for drugs and checking
body cavities occurred primarily if visitors
were suspected of carrying drugs or para-

In 46% of Faderal facilities and in 20% of
State facilities, body cavity searches were

Table 3. Drug Interdiction actlvities for prison visltors, by type of faciiity, June 1890

Federal State

laterdiction activity confinement Confinement Community-based
Verbal questioning 97.5% 78.7% 82.4%
Patdown 51.3 69.4 39.6
Balongings search 92.5 87.4 75.6
Body cavity search 27.5 224 5.2
Other 30.0 211 6.8

Number of facilities 80 a57 250

phernalla. Five in ten of Federal prisons
and 4 in 10 of State facilities patted down
visitors on suspicion. About 28% of Fed-
eral facllities and 18% of State facilities
searched body cavities of visitors if the
visltors were suspacted of smuggling
drugs.

Table 4, Criterla for selection of visltors
for drug interdiction actlvities,
by jurlsdiction of facllity, June 1990
Activity and who
was chosan Fedaral State
Verbal questioning
Allvisitors 83.8% 32.8%
Random groups 25 7.6
Suspactvisitors® 225 50.5
Patdown
Allvisitors 0 22.2
Random groups 25 5.9
Suspactvisitors® 50.0 40,0
Belongings search
Allvisitors 82,5 57.1
Random groups 50 6.6
Suspactvisitors® 225 342
Body cavity search
Allvisitors 0 0
Random groups 0 7
Suspectvisitors® 275 18.4
Number of facilities 80 1,207
Note: Criteria for selection of visitors are arranged
in overlapping categorles.
‘Less than 0.05%.
®Visitors suspected of bringing drugs into the facility,
®One State confinement facility checked body
cavitiss of any visitor to a prisoner.




Staff were also subject to drug
Interdiction actlvities

When reporting tc work, staff were patted
down In about half of State confinement
facilitles and in more than a fifth of Federal
confinement and State community-based
tacliities (table 5). In over 50% of Federal
facilities and 40% of State facllities staff
were questioned. Most Interdiction
activities involving staff were conducted
on suspicion of smuggling drugs. About
45% of Federal facilities and 23% of State
facilities interrcgated staif if they wers
suspected of drug Involvement (tabie 6).
About 19% of Federal facllities also patted
down staff on susplclon, compared to 14%
of State facllities. About 23% of State
facilities frisked staff members at random.

Maximum securlty facilities took more
stringent drug Interdiction measures
than other facllitles

Staff in Federal maximum security prisons
were more likely than those in mediuny or
minimum security facliities to search body
cavities and to raquire all inmates to
exchange clothing (table 7). All Federal
maximum securlty Institutions required all
Inmates to put on new prison-lssued
clothes upon entry or reentry. Nearly 55%
of Federal maximum security facliitlss,
compared tc 38% of minimum security
prisons, conducted body cavity searches
of all newly admitted or returning inmates.

In maximum security prisons staff were
less likely than in other Federal facilities to

by type of facllity, June 1980

Table 5. Drug Interdiction activities for prison staff,

Faderal State

Interdiction activity confinement _ Confinement Community-based
No reported

intordiction activity 17.5% 23.4% 42.0%
Verbal questioning 53.8 433 452
Patdown 21.3 49.3 24.4
Othar* 35.0 25.0 11.6

Number of facilities 80 957 250

Note: Interdiction activities are overlapping categories.

*Includss such measures as drug testing, balongings search, and visual inspaction,

question all of the iInmates or to pat them
down. Allinmates were interrogated In
84% of maximum security prisons and
frisked In 73%, while all inmates were
questioned In 94% of minimum security
facllitles and patted down in 81%.

The staff in State maximum and medium
security prisons were more likely than
those in minimum security facilities to
make all entering or returning inmates
exchange clothes (over 60% of maximum
or medium security prisons, compared to
47% of minimum security prisons). In
nearly 1 In 5 maximum security State
prisons, staff searched the body cavitles
of all new or returning prisoners. Staff
performed bady cavity searchiss on
suspected Inmates in over half of Stats
maximum security facilitles.

State community-based facllities were less
likely than State confinement facilities to
search residents to interdict drugs. Staff
in about 59% of State community-based
facilitles patted down all inmates. In 22%
of community-based facllities, the staff
required all inmates to change to facility
clothing, and in 15%, searched body cavi-
ties of residents suspected of having
drugs.

Table 6. Criteria for selection of staff
for drug Interdiction actlvities,
by jurisdiction of facliity, June 1990

Activity andwho Staff
was chosen Federal State
Verbal questioning
All staff 3.8% 8.8%
Random groups 5.0 18.6
Suspectod staff 45.0 22.9
Patdown
All staff 0 11.8
Rendom groups 25 22.6
Suspected staff 18.8 14.0
Number of faciiities 80 1,207

Note: Criterla for selaction of staff are arranged
in overlapping categories.

Table 7. Criterla of selection of inmates for drug interdiction activitles,
by type and security level of facliity, June 1890

Type and security level of facility

Federal State

Activity andwho Community-
was chosen Maximum Medium  Minimum__ Maximum _Medium _ Minimum based
Verbal questioning

Allinmates 63.6% 78.7% 93.8% 67.3% 63.4% 61.4% 67.2%

Random groups 18.2 13.5 15.6 18.4 21.8 20.6 38.0

Suspacted ininates 0 13.5 12,5 39.8 35.5 28.0 28.8
Patdown

Allinmates 72.7 86.5 81.3 74.0 78.7 75.1 58.8

Random groups 18.2 24.3 375 19.3 20.2 315 51.6

Suspacted inmates 8.1 18.8 18.8 38.6 22.7 28.9 30.0
Clothing exchange

All Inmates 100.0 81.1 78.1 63.2 62.3 46.5 21.6

Random groups 0 13.5 15.6 121 10.8 i5.2 18.4

Suspacted inmates 9.1 8.1 9.4 35.4 17.8 15,2 16.0
Body cavity search

Allinmates | 54.5 51.4 375 18.8 235 16.3 4.4

Random groupé 0 5.4 125 6.3 7.4 8.2 9.6

Suspected inmates 273 29,7 18.8 53.4 37.2 315 14.8

Number of faciliies 11 37 32 223 366 368 250

Note: Criteria for selection of inmates dre arranged in overlapping categaries.




Testing urine for drug use

Most correctlonal facllitles tested some
.nmates for illegal drug use

About 87% ot all correctional {acllities
tested Inmates for lilegal drug use (table
8). All Federal prisons, 83% of State
confinement facilities, and 98 of State
community-based facllities reported testing
inmates between Juiy 1, 1989, and June
30, 1990.

Authorities In facilities which reported data
(85% of ali facllities) indicated that they
collected 598,000 urlne specimens from
468,500 Inmates. Whan these figures ars
projected to all faclilitiss, Including those
which did not respond to these questions,
an estimated 565,500 inmates provided
721,800 specimens trom July 1, 1988,
through June 30, 1990. (See "Estimation
precedure” In Methodolegy.)

State minimum and medium security and
community-based facilities were more
likely than maximum security institutions
to test inmates. About 85% of the lower
sacurity facllitles and 98% of community-
based facllities tested inmates, compared
to 76% of the maximum security piisons.

Summary
Critaria for ofselection Percentof
conducting tests criteria facilitios
Total 100 %
Notdone to any inmates type 8 18.2%
Done to:
Allsystomatically and
Random groups/suspected  typa 1 14.0%
Rendom groups type2 1.2
Suspacted typad 2.0
Allonly typod 2.8
Random groups and
Suspected type 5 42.1
Random only type 6 5.4
Suspacted only type 7 17.7
Otheronly 1.6
Number of facilites 1,285

Most State facllities testing Inmates for
drugs performed the tests when the staff
suspected particular iInmates of drug use;
76% of ths Institutions reported checking
Inmates based on suspicion of use. Forty-
1wo percent tested both suspscted inmates
and random graups, and an additional 14%
tested all inmates (type 1). Relatively few
facllities (20%) tested all inmates at least
once during confinement (types 1-4),

Most large State confinement facilities
tested for drugs

About 92% of State prisons with a popula-
tion of 2,500 or more tested inmates, com-
pared to around 83% of facllities with fewer
than 1,000 inmates and 77% of facilities
with a population between 1,000 and 2,499
(table 8). Over half of the largest facllities
tested Inmates on suspicion only. Over
half of facilities with a population between
250 and 2,499 tested all inmates or

Table 8. Criteria for drug tests, number of Inmates tested, and number of spacimens collected
from July 1, 1989, to June 30, 1990, by type and security lsvel of facliity

Facility conducts urine tests on iInmates

Drugtesting between
July 1,1888, and

Sysatematically Onindi- Juns 80, 1880
Numoar on everyona catlon of Number of Number of
Type andsecurity of et loast once Randomiy possible Other Inmates specimens
lovelof facility facllities Total during stay on samples drug use criteria tosted collected
Allfacliities 1,285 86.7% 20.0% 82.7% 75.8% 17.3% 468,348 597,867
Federalconfinement 80 100.0 31.3 96.3 93.8 23.8 57,177 59,147
Mcximum 11 100.0 8.1 160.0 80.9 18.2 10,368 11,668
Madium 37 100.0 21.6 100.0 94,6 21.6 81,781 32,326
Minimum s 32 100.0 50.0 80.6 93.8 28.1 15,028 15,153
State
Confinemant 955 82,5 12,3 56.5 7414 184 317,246 378,384
Maximum 223 75.2 9.9 80.2 8.5 20,2 99,184 120,667
Madium 365 84.1 10.7 60.8 76.7 16.7 148,678 168,752
Minimum 367 85.0 153 56,1 74.4 18.1 69,384 78,975
Community-based 250 88.4 46.0 75.6 76.4 10.8 93,925* 160,326 *

Note: Doteil add to more than totals bacause some
facilities tastad on more than ene basis. Data on
criteria for testing Inmates excludes 2 State confine-
ment facilittes with no data on the basls for testing.
Data for number of inmates tested and number of

spacimans coliected exclude 185 State confinement
facilities and 13 Federal confinement facilites bacause
they had no data on at least 4 of the 2 variables,

*The majority of data were estimated by respondents.

by size of facliity, June 18390

Table 9. Criterla for conducting tests for drug use In Stats facliitles,

Percentconducting urine tests based on

Number Combination of sus-
Size and type of piclonandeitherran- Randomor Suspician
of facility facilities Total* dom of systematic systomaticonly  only
Confinement
1-248 386 83.2% 46.6% 11.9% 23.1%
250-499 150 85,3 57.3 4.0 213
500-999 226 3.2 58.8 2.7 19,5
1,000-2,499 167 76.7 53.3 4.2 19.2
2,500 0r more 26 92.2 34.6 0 53.8
Community-based 250 98.4 700 20.4 6.4

‘Includes "other” category notreported.




random groups of inmates in addition to
inmates suspected of drug use. About
70% of community-based facliities tested
elther all Inmates or random groups and
inmates suspected of using drugs.

for drugs. Over 90% of facilities that
psrformed "other" functlons, such as
presentencs, psychiatric, or geriatric
services also tested thalr residents,
Nearly 60% of facilities for youthtul
offenders tested Inmates.

were positive, as were 1.2% of the tests
for hereln, 1.5% for methamphetaminas,
and 5.6% for marljuana. State facilities
reported higher positive rates for drug tasts‘
than Federal facilities (table 11). In State
Institutions, 3.6% of tests for cocalne were
positive, compared to 0.4% In Federal
prisons, State facllities found 2,0% of the
tests showing recent methamphetamine
use and 6.3% showing marijuana use;
Federal prisons found 0.1% and 1.1%,
respectively.

Almost all work release facilities tested
for drugs For all inmates tested, State prisons
reported higher positive rates than
About 92% of facilities that provided spe- Federal prisons
clal work release or prerslease programs
tested Inmates for drugs (table 10).
Ninety-three percent of facilitles that

sanarately handled offenders reincarcer-

Nationwide, 3.1% of the tests for cocalne
In the 12 months before June 30, 1990,

ated for violating some condition of thelr Table 11. Number of facllities testing for specific drugs, number of tests
supervised release also checked inmates given, and percent positive, from July 1, 1989, to June 20, 1990
Tests Facllitles
Table 10. Fecilities testing Inmates Number _ Parcent Number _ Percant
or resldants for drug use, by function Type ofdrug given positive testing positve
of correctional faclllty, June 1990
Allfacilities
Number Amphetamines 256,846 8% 513 32.6%
Facllity function offacilities Percent Barbiturates 225,855 8 472 34.1
Cocaine 379,970 3.1 712 60.0
Generaladult mpu[aﬁon HarOin 283,281 1.2 454 38.3
confinement 1,048 85.2% LSD 137,362 6 275 8.8
Bootcamp 23 82.6 .
Raception/diagnosis Marljuana/hashish 396,993 5.6% 764 78.7%
and classification 147 87.8 Methadone 160,725 6 304 8.6
Medical treatment/ Methamphetamines 176,300 1.5 327 21.4
hospitalization confinement 86 88.4 Unspecifieddrug 124,815 7 285 24.3
Alcohol/drug treatment Other 83,608 1.4 162 60.5
confinement 117 88.0 .
Youthfuloffenders 27 59.3 Fedoral facilities
Work release/prerelease 411 92.2 Amphetamines 51,874 2% 55 30.9%
Persans returnedto custody Barbiturates 51,274 A 54 33.3
froma supervisadrelease 91 93.4 Cocaine 55,803 4 59 50,3
Other 140 02.9 Heroln 45,486 4 51 31.4
LSD 40,297 .0 45 4.4
g:t:.of :ﬁi’:‘“:h%g’ay be classified with more Marjjuana/hashish 53,809 1.1% 57 77.2%
: Methadone 43,338 .0 48 6.3
Mathamphetamines 49,191 .1 54 24.1
Unspecifieddrug 39,225 1 42 14,3
Other 12,840 4 13 92,3
State facllies
Amphetamines 205,072 1.1% 458 32.8%
Barbiturates 174,581 1.0 418 34.2
Cocaine 324,577 3.6 653 60.0
Heroin 237,785 1.3 403 39.2
LSD 97,065 .8 230 10.9
Marijuana/hashish 343,184 6.3% 707 79.9%
Meothadone 107,387 8 256 9.0
Methamphetamines 127,109 2,0 273 20.9
Unspecifieddrug 85,580 1.0 183 26.4
Other 70,768 1.6 149 §7.7
Note: Data are for 61 Federal facllities and 776 State faciliies with data on all variablas.
‘Loss than 0.05%.




interpreting measures of drug testing

Prevalence of drug use In prisons is
difficuit to estimate, Pzt of the difficulty
occurs with record keeplng and reporting.
A drug test determines the presencs of a
specific drug at a specific level. A single
urine sampie can be used for a single
drug test or for muttiple tests for different
drugs. Correctional authorities were
asked to report the number of tests for
each drug and the number of positive
tests. However, some authoritles may
have reported the number of urlne sam-
ples taken if their records included only
those figures.

Other difflcuities in estimating the amount

of drug use In prison include the following:

o Prisons differ in the selection of whom
to test. Most facilities do not choosge
Inmates for testing using a sample with a
known probability of selaction: One

cannot say that the selscted Inmates
represent all inmates In the institution.

« Prisons differ in what drugs they test
for. Prison authorities may not suspect
the use of a drug and not test for it, saven
though the drug is used In thelr facility.
Other prisons may conduct repeated
tests for a drug seldom used.

s A single urine specimen can have more
than one posltive drug test from an indivi-
dual using muttiple drugs. Describing
positive rates by type of drug will over-
state the number of inmates with at least
one positive test.

s Prisons differ In how often they test
inmates. Drug testing may be rare In
somea prisons and frequent in others.

» Urine tests only detect the presence

of most drugs 48 to 72 hours after uss,
except for PCP and marljuana, which
may be detected up to 30 days after use,

This varylng span, when combined with
lack of random sampling, distorts any
estimation of overall drug use.

«» Depending on varlous factors, the
presence of methamphetamines may not
be distinguished from amphetamines;
therefore, the test results for these two
drugs should be consldered togsther.

o Prisons may difier In the types of tests
used, Some typses are mors accurate
than others, preducing lower numbers of
false positives and false negatives. Facil-
ittes may or may not perform confirmatory
tests, and they wsre not asked to estl-
mate the number of false positives and
false negatives.

For the above reasons, drug test results
In this report are not a measure of the
extent of the problem In the various kinds
of tacllities. Positive resuits should be
interpreted only as Indicating the percent-
age positive for the specific tests given.

“Sectiondl

E. Of the iInmates tested

IDENTIFICATION OF DRUG ABUSERS — Continued
Type of drug

Amphetamines

Number found gositive
Mark (X) if estimate
by 9§

Number screened
Mark (X} if estimate

(a) Y

. Barbiturates

. Cocaine

. Heroin

LSD

. Marijuana/hashish

batwaen Jul; 1, 1989 and 1
June 30, 1990, indicate the ’
numbeor of inmates/residents 2
scresnad for each drug and
the number found positive. 3
4
B.
8
7
8.
9.
10.

. Methadone

Methamphetamines

Unspecified drug

Other —
Specify

. Are urinalyslis tests for drug use conducted on staff of this facility?

1DYes

2 No ~ sKiP to section 1l

H. Which of the foliowing staff groups are
drug use through urinalysis and on wha
Type of employze

1. All staff

sligible to bs screensd for

Mark (X) all that apply

t basis? Systematically

{a)

At random Suspicion of use Other
(b) {c) {d)

2. Staff above certain grade

3. Staff below certain grade

4. Correctional officers

6. Administrative staff

8, Clerical staff

7. Treatment and educational staff

8., Medical staff

9. New hires/probationary status

10, Other staff —
Specify

§. Batwean July 1, 1989 and June 30, 1990, how many statf were testad for drugs?

Number of employees
Mark {X) if estimate ¥

:

collacted from ataft?

J. Betweaen July 1, 19389 and June 30, 1990, how many urine specimans were

Number of specimens
Mark (X} if estimate 3

I




Same percsntage of State and Federal
fadllitles reported positive drug tests

Whan facilities rather than individual drug
tests are considered, Federal and State
fadllities were about equally likely to have
found drug use In their institutions. Around
6 In 10 of both Federal and State facllities
which tested for cocaine had at least one
positive test. In over 2 in10 facllities
testing for methamphetamines, the use of
the drug was discovered. Marijuana was
detected In about 8 In 10 facliities testing.

Community-based facllities found higher
rates of drug use than confinement
fadllities

Tests had positive autcomes for 8.9%

of the cocalne tesis and 8.1% of the mari-
Juana tests administered by community-
based facllities, compared to 1.4% of the
cocaine tests and 5.8% of marijuana tests
in confinement facllitles (table 12).
Methamphetamines, however, were found
more often in confinement facilitles (2.3%
tested positive) than in community-based
facliities (1.1% positive).

Among State confinement facilities,
pasitive test results were highest
in those testing on suspiclon only

How inmates were selected for testing
affected the rate of positive results. Those
State confinement facilities testing only
when drug use was suspected recorded
higher rates of positive results than other
facllitles that tested randomly or compre-
hensively. When facilities tested only on
susplclon of drug use, 6% of cocaine tests
and 14% of marijuana tests were positive,
compared to 1.5% or less for cocalne and
5% or less for marijuana when facilities
tested everyone or at random.

The resuits for State community-based
facilitles were opposite those of confine-
ment facllities. Testing on susplcion only
praduced a lower percentage of positive
results than testing everyone or a random
seiaction. in community-based facllities
which tested on suspicion only, 4.8% were

.positive for cocaine and 6.4% for mari-

Juana; in community-based facilities using
other selection methods, around 9% of
tests for cocaine and 8% for marijuana
were positive.

heroin tests were posltive (table 13). In
Federal facilities holding fewer than 500
inmates, the percentages were 0.5% for
marljuana, 0.2% for cocaine, and none for
heroin. Among State prisons, the largest
facilities with 2,500 or more Inmates had
the highest percentages of positive tests
for amphetamines, cocalne, and heroln.

The percentages of positive tests were
higher in large facilities

Large prisons, whether Federal or State,
had higher rates of positive drug tests.
In Federal facllities with 1,000 or more
inmates, 1.4% of the marijuana tests,
0.8% of the cocalne, and 0.6% of the

Table 12. Number of drug tests given In State facllitiss and percent positive
from July 1, 1989, to June 30, 1980, by type of drug and criteria for testing
Percantpositive when facility tests Inmates/residents based on
Combinationofsus- Randomor
Typeofdrug Number of piclonandeitherran- systamatic Suspleion
andfacllity tosts given Total dom or systematic only only
State confinemant
Amphetamines 136,121 1.1% &% 4% 5.0%
Barbiturates 126,162 1.0 .8 3 4.0
Cocalne 230,800 14 1.0 1.5 6.0
Heroin 172,284 1.0 N B 3.7
LSD 71,064 1.0 4 1.7 4.1
Marijuana/hashish 270,963 5.8% 5.1% 4.7% 14.3%
Methadona 76,807 1.1 7 0 3.3
Methamphetamines 92,101 23 1.1 .0* 7.8
Unspecifieddrug 65,818 1.1 5 2 4.8
Other 52,558 18 1.2 0 13.8
State community-based
Amphetaciines 68,851 1.0% 8% 1.4% 2%
Barbiturates 48,419 8 .8 1.3 2
Cocaine 93,777 8.8 9.4 8.8 4.8
Herain 65,501 22 2.4 20 0
LSD 26,001 2 3 .0* [+]
Marijuana/hashish 72,221 8.1% 7.7% 8.5% 6.4%
Methadone 30,580 2 2 .0* 0
Methamphetamines 35,008 1.1 1.0 1.2 .2
Unspacifieddrug 19,772 7 1.1 0" 1.5
Other 18,209 9 9 9 0
Note: Data are for 569 State confinemaent facllities and 207 State community-based facllities
with data on all varlables.
*Lass than 0.05%.
Table 13. Poasitive drug tests from July 1, 188¢, to June 30, 1890,
by security level and slze of conflnemant facliities
. Percantof positive tests
Security level ) Mstham-
and size of facility Amphetemine Cocaine Heroin Marljuana phetamine
Faderal
Sacurlly love!
Maximum 2% 7% 1.4% 2.5% 3%
Medium 3 4 3 1.0 2
Minimum .0* 3 .0* 3 .0*
Average dally population
1-499 Inmates .0* 2 .0 5 B
500-999 .1 4 3 1.0 .1
1,000-2,499 4 .6 .6 1.4 2
State
Sacurity leval
Maximum 1.6 1.0 5 5.0 .6
Medium 1.2 1.7 1.4 6.8 4,2
Minimum 5 1.4 8 4.6 5
Average dally populatior
1-498inmates 6 1.4 1.0 6.1 24
500-899 5 9 6 4.4 A
1,000-2,489 8 1.5 6 6.9 4.7
2,500 ormore 3.8 2.7 3.3 4.6 3.1
Note; Data are from 734 State confinement facilitles and 62 Federal facilities
with data on the number tested and number positive for a drug.
*Less than 0.05%.
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The facilities holding 1,000 to 2,499 in-
mates had the highest rates for marijuana
and methamphetamines. Among Federal
prisons, the maximum security faciiities
had higher rates for positive drug tests
than minimum security tacilities. In maxi-
mum securlty prisons, 2.5% of the tests for
marijuana, .7% of the tests for cocains,
and 1.4% of the tests for hercin were
positive. In minimum security, 0.3% for
marijuana, 0.3% for cocaine, and none for
heroln were positive.

State medium security facllities generally
had higher positive rates than maximum or
minimum security prisons. For each drug
in medium securlity facilities, the percent-
ago positive was as follows: 6.8% for
marljuana, 4.2% for methamphetaminaes,
1.7% for cocaine, and 1.4% for haroin.

In maximum and minimum facilities, the
equivalent findings were 5.0% or less for
marijuana, 0.6% or less for methamphe-
tamines, 1.4% or less for cocaine, and
0.8% or less for heroin.

Positive results from drug tests varied
among faclities performing different
functions

Facllities which confined inmates returned
to custody for parole violations had rela-
tively high percentages of positive drug
tests (table 14). More than 9% of tests
for marijuana were positive, as were 6.2%
of tests for methamphetamines, 3.5%

for cocalne, and 2.9% for heroin, Facilities
holding inmates who particlpated In work
reloase programs or who were praparing
for discharge also had relatjively high
positive test rates: 7% for cocaine, 6.9%
for marijuana, and 1.8% for heroin. Drug/
alcohol treatment in facllities was associ-
ated with relatively high positive results on
tests for cocalne and marijuana use —
3% for cocaine and 7.6% for marijuana.

Facilitles handling youthful offenders
generally had relatively low positive test
rasults: 2.1% for marijuana and 1.5%
for cocaine.

Postltive drug tests were linked
to interdiction activities

The State confinement faciiities that ques-
tioned and frisked iInmatas but did not
exchange clothes or search body cavities
had higher rates of positive drug tests than
facliities doing all these measures (table
15}, The tests In the facilities using less
stringent measures weare 5.2% positive for
cocalne, 13.5% for martjuana, and 16.2%

Table 14, Positive drug testa from July 1, 1989,
to June 30, 1980, by function of facility
Parcent of posltive tests
Amphe- Metham-
Fagcllity function tamines Cocalng Heroln Marijuana ___ phetamines
General adult population
confinement T% 1.4% 8% 5.1% 1.5%
Bootcamp 7 1.7 1.9 5.2 1.1
Reception/diagnasisand
classification 14 1.1 1.6 4.2 5
Maedicaltreatment/hospi-
talization confinemant 4 2.0 9 5.8 5.1
Alcohol/drug treatment
confinement 1.8 3,0 1.6 7.6 1.2
YouthiuloHfendars A 1,5 5 2.1 0
Work release/prarelease 1.0 7.0 1.8 6.9 1.0
Heturnad to cuatody 27 a5 290 9.1 6.2
Other 6 4.3 .6 4.8 3
Note: Data include 807 facilities with data on number of drug tests and number positive for each drug.

v

Table 15. Positive drug tests from July 1, 1889, to June 30, 1980,
by drug interdlction activities of State confinement facllities .

Number of Percent of positive tasts
Interdiction activity Inmates Amphe- Metham-
and group targeted tosted tamines __ Cocaine. Heroln Marljuana phetamines
Inmates
Alltypes 101,824 1.4% 1.2% 6% 4.8% £%
Body cavity search and
clothing exchange 17,444 5 1.2 J 26 0
Body cavity search 41,497 3 5 8 5.1 A
Clothing exchange 88,430 9 1.5 1.4 6.3 7
Verbalquestioning
and patdown 23,321 3.6 5.2 4.0 18.5 16.2
Patdown 17,114 .0 5 .2 3.9 A
Verbal quastioning 2,377 4 141 K 4.8 2
Other 3,114 2 1.1 1.0 2.7 0
No reportad interdiction activity 254 a3 40.2 0 28.4 0
Visltors
Alitypes 55,414 1.8% 8% 7% 3.8% 5%
Body cavity and
belongings searches 23,835 6.0 26 2.9 4.4 12.0
Body cavity search 4,067 0 2 1 2.1 0
Belongings search 193,121 7 1.6 1.0 6, 2.8
Verbal questioning
and patdown 2,893 v} 1.6 2 6.0 0
Patdown 4,889 2 4 2 9.9 0
Verbal questioning 8,757 1 8 1 2.2 A
Other 1,541 0 0 0 8.6 0
Noreportedinterdictionactivily 1,346 4 7.4 0 83 0
Staff
Alltypes 26,002 3.3% 1.0% 8% 5.4% 9%
Verbal questioning
andpatdown 60,065 1.0 1.2 K] 55 B
Questioning 42,529 4 5 1.1 5.3 6.6
Patdown 62,209 3 1.2 6 6.6 .0
Other 60,704 6 2.1 1.3 53 4.9
Noraported interdiction activity 44,363 3.1 2.6 2.2 6.5 6.6

Note: Interdiction activitles are mutually exclusive
categories. "All types” for inmates and visitors
includas body cavity search, clothing exchange or
belongings search, patdown, and verbal questianing
and may include other Interdictions. For staif, "all
typas” Includes verbal questioning, patdown and other
interdiction. “Bady cavity search and clathing
exchange” and "body cavity and belongings searches”

include both and may include patdown, verbal
questioning, and/or other, "Bady cavity search,”
"clothing exchange,” and “belongings search” may
Include patdown, verbal quaestioning, and/or other.
*Verbal questioning and patdown,” “patdown,” and
*verbal questioning” mey include other. "Other” does
nat Include any of tha spacified interdiction activities.
*Less than 0.05%.

for methamphetamines. Tests in facllities
performing all types of specific drug
Interdiction activities were 1.2% positive
for cocaine, 4.6% for marijuana, and 0.6%
for methamphetamines. Facllities which
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performed all types of interdiction activities
had higher positive drug test rates than
facllities which did body cavity searches
and/or clothing exchanges. The facilities
dolng all types of interdiction may have



adopted more measures as a reaction to
relatively high test rates. The reported
rates ware from results over the 12 months
before the census, while the interdiction
maeasuras were those in place on June 29,
1990,

Facllities that did not question, frisk, or
search visitors had the following positive
test results: 8.3% for marijuana and 7.4%
for cocaine, Facllities that Inspected
visitors' belongings and searched body
cavities when Indicated, but did not both
question and pat down visitors, had the
following positive test percentages: 2.9%
for heroin, 2.6% for cocains, and 12%

for methamphetamines.

Facilities that reported not making special
efforts to interdict the supply of drugs from
the staff had 2.6% positive tests for
cocaine, 2.2% for heroin, and 6.6%

for methamphetamines. Faclliities that
questioned staff, patted them down, and
took other actions such as drug testing,
when needed had 1.0% pesitive tests

for cocalne and 0.9% for heroin and
methamphstamines.

Drug testing of staff was highest
In Federal facilities

While 83% of Federal facllities reported
they tested their staff for drugs, 42%

of State confinement facllities and 32%

of community-based facllities checked their
employess (table 16). About 55% of
Federal confinement facilities tested all
staff, as did 30% of State confinement
facllities and 19% of community-based
fadliltles.

Seventy-six percent of Faderal facllties
and about 23% of State facilities tested
new employees, the primary staff category
tested.

Federal State
confine- Confine- Community-
ment ment based
Percentof
stafftested 15.2% 3.5% 9.6%
Number ofurine
spocimenstestad 3,019 8,025 531
Number of
facllities
reporting 70 892 245
Total number
of staff 16,621 220,884 5,265

A higher percentage of Federal than State
facllity staff were tested for drugs. Fifteen
percent of Federal facllity staff were tested
compared to 4% of those working in State

confinement facllities and 10% In
community-based facllities.

A positive test was grounds for dismissal
!n over a third of fadllitles that tested staff
for drugs

In over a third of facilities, policies required
that staff testing positive for drugs be dis-
missed. In over a seventh, affected staff
were suspended (table 17). Sixty percent
of State confinement facllities and 44% of
community-based faclilities referred posi-
tive drug detection cases io internal affalrs.

Fifty-nine percent of Federal facllities
referred the case to a deparimentally oper-
ated program — generally an employee
assistance counselor who could rafer the ‘
employee for outside treatment.

Federal facllities were more llkely than

State facllities to keep their staif and

continue to check them for drugs or to

reassign them. Twenty-four percent of

Federal facllittes continued monitoring

staff with drug tests, compared to 10%

of State conflnement facllities and 12%

of community-based faclilities.

and type of facllity, 1990

Table 16. Staff tested for drug ues, by jurlsdiction

Federal Statg
Staff groups confinement  Confinement __Community-based
Total 100 % 100 % 100 %
None 17.5% 57.7% 67.6%
Allstaffand new hires 51.3% 13.2% 9.2%
Allstaff butnotnew hires 3.8 16.8 10.0
Tested some groups:* 27.5% 12.3% 13,2%
Newhires 25.0 10,2 12.8
Staffabove certain grade 213 2 9
Correctional officers 1.3 3.0 .8
Administrative staff 5.0 7 4
Clerical staff 1.3 3 C-
Treatmantand educational staff 1.3 4 4
Medical staff 1.3 4 0
Othr staff 25 4 0 ‘
Number of facilities 80 957 250
Total number of staff 16,621 220,884 5,265
Number of staff tasted ~ 2,525 7,732 507
Number ofurine
specimens testad 3,018 8,025 531

Note: The variables, total number of staff, number
of staff tested and number of urine spacimans tested
exclude 10 foderal facilities, 65 State confinement
facilities and 5 State community-based facilities with

no data on the number of staff tested and number

of urine specimens tested.

*Detail adds to more than total bacause scme facilities
tested more #:an one group of statf,

by type of facility, 1690

Table 17. Outcome of first positive drug test of e staff member,

Parcantof facliities testing staff

Procedures upon firstpositive Federal State
detection of staff & druguse confinement  Confinement  Community-based
Dismissal 36.4% 35.3% 40.7%
Suspension 16.7 15.8 12.3
Continued employment

With urine survelllance 24,2 10.1 12.3

inanother position 9.1 2.7 2.5
Refarral

Tolinternel affars 42.4 60.0 44.4

Todepartmentally operated program 59,1 21,0 23.5

Toother reatmentservice 42.4 29,1 16.0
Other 8.1 79 6.2

Number of facilities reporting data 66 405 81
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Drug treatment/intervention
on June 29, 1990

Among the 1,287 State and Federal facili-
ties, 1,024 reported thelr own estimates of
total capacity and enroliment in programs
they considered to be for drug treatment,
Facllity capacitiss and enroliments for drug
treatment were —

Number
of facilities  Capacity Enroliment
Faderal 61 6,096 3,754
State
Confinement ILy) 83,084 64,723
Community-pased 222 7,816 5,187

Among those Federal facllities that report-
ed, administrators Indicated that on a

single day the facilities could treat about
6,100 inmates and had an enrollment of
about 3,800. For reporting State facllities,
hoth confinement and community-based,
the estirnated capacity was 90,900 and
snroliment was 68,900.

Prisons could treat an estimated
131,900 inmates for drug addiction

If the reported capacity is projected to all
prisons, Federal confinement facllities
could treat an estimated 7,800 inmatas;
State confinement facilities, 114,000; and
State community-based facliities, 9,400.
{See “Estimation procedure" In
Methodology.)

Typa ofreatment/ Federal

Table 18. Capaclty and enroliment In drug treatment or intervention programs,
by Jurlsdiction and type of facillty, June 29, 1980

State confinement State community-based

intervention program

Capacity Enroliment

Capaclty  Enroliment Capacity Enroliment

Spacialresidential unit

within facllity 525 356
Counseling 6,354 2,622
Education/aweraness 9,564 5,634
Urine surveillance 14,500 10,770
Detoxification 152 21
Other 415 320

Numbaer of faciiities raporting 61

9,338 7,432 166 15
57,470 42,583 6,782 4,584
46,114 32,427 5,830 3,512
48,375 37,646 8,i20 6,349

5,197 2,864 250 109

2,991 2,801 106 95

741 222

Note: The questionnaire asked for maximum capacity possible for each treatment/intervantion program,
sometimes resulting in the same place being counted more than once.

Estimated total

Type offacllity treatmentcapacity?
Total 131,800

Faderal 7,800

State
Confinement 113,800
Gommunity-based 9,400

Federal confinement facliities had the
capaclty to treat for drug abuse 14%
of the inmate population; State
confinement facllities, 18%; and
community-basaed facliities, §5%.

Prisons were treating approximately
100,200 Inmates

If the reported enroliment figures are
projected to cover all tacllitles, the Federal
prison system was treating an estimated
4,800 Inmates; the State prisons, an
estimated 88,700; and community-based
facllitles, an estimated 6,200. (See
“Estimation procedure" in Methodology.)
Estimated total drug

Type of facllity treatmentanrolimant®
Total 100,200

Faderat 4,800

State
Confinement 88,700
Community-based 6,200

*Treatment capacity and enroliment wére estmated
from the 77.7% of Federal inmates in reporting facilities,
72.9% of Stats Inmatas In reparting confinement facll-
a8, and 83.3% of State inmates in reporting community-
based facilities.

Section

A. Please estimate the capacity of
oxlisting é)rograma In your facility to
provide drug treatment. Capacity is
dafined ag the maximum numbaer of
Individuals who could be enrolled as
active program recipiants as of
June 28, 1990 given the staffing,
funding, and physical space
avallable for the programs at that
tima. Also enter the number of
inmates/ residants paﬂlc!patlnzln
aach program on June 29, 18990, —
Note that Inmatss/realdents may be
participating in multiple programs.

INMATE/RESIDENT TREATMENT PROGRAMS AND CAPACITIES

Type of program
1. Detoxification

Estimated Number of inmates/
capacity residents participating
{a) {b)

2. Drug maintenance

3. Counseling

4. Education/awareness

8. Urine surveillance

8. Special residential unit within facility

7.0ther programs —
Specity

8. Enter the total drug treatment capacity for inmates/residents at thia facility on June 29, 1990.

Total capacity

€. Enter the total number of inmates/rasidents enroited in drug
treatment programs at this facility on June 29, 1990,

Total enroliment

Inmate/resident drug treatment
programs and capaciiies

Facilities provided estimates of the num-
bar of inmates/residents who couid be
treated In each of their drug treatment
and Intervention programs and estimates
of the enroliment in each program. Facili-
ties also estimated thelr total capacity for
drug treatment and their total anroliment.

Thess totals were generally lower than
the sum of all the separately lisied
programs and interventions, possibly for
the following reasons:

» some pragrams listed were not consi-
dered true drug “treatment” programs;

« an individual program might have
several of the components listed on the
addendum — for example, counseling,

education, and urine surveillance —
and hence be counted several times
In the specific listings;

o inmates could be participating in more
than one program; and

o facilities could have some treatment
slots which could be allocated to more
than one program and therefore were
counted more than once.
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Enrollment In drug treatment was
below capacity

Federal inmates were using 62% of the
drug treatment capacity on June 29, 1990,
State prisoners were using 66% of the
capacity In community-based facllities and
78% in confinement facilities.

Jurlsdictionand Percentoftotal
type of facllity capaclty used
Fadaral confinement 61.6%
State confinement 77.9%
Stata community-based 66.4%

Many factors play a role in these utilization
flgures. Inmates may refuse to participate
or may have already completed the pro-
gram. Inmates may not quallfy — too new
to the institution, not near snough to the
end of thelr sentence, rule breakers, under
administrative segregation, or in the wreng
custody level. Facllities also may keep
some slots open to gain flexibility

to deal with unexpected situations.

Prisons offered a variety of programs

Prisons may offer many types of drug
intervention or treatment: detoxification,
counsesling, education and/or awareness
programs, urine surveiilance, and treat-
ment in special residential units within the
facllity. Federal tacllities reported they
could test 33% of inmates for drugs; State
confinement facilities, 10%; and
community-based facllities, 57% (table 18).
Counseling was avallable for 14% of in-
mates In Federal facllities, 12% in State
confinement facilities, and 48% In
community-based facilities. Residential
treatment program capacity was from 1%
to 2% of Inmate population for all types

of institutions.

Of all Federal Inmates, 9% were enrolled
in some form of drug treatment on June
29, 1990. Among State prisoners, 14%
in confinement facilities and 37% in
community-based facllities were enrolled.
The two most common types of programs
for both Federal and State correctional
facilities were education and counseling.

Drug education programs enrolled 13%
of Federal prisoners, 7% of State confine-
ment inmates, and 25% of residents in
community-based tacliiities. Six percent
of those In Federal facllities wers being
counsseled, as were 9% of State confine-
ment fadiity Inmates and 32% of those

in community-based facilities.

Methodology

The 1990 Census of State and Federal
Adult Gorrectional Facilitles was the fourth
enumeration of State institutions and the
first of Federal institutions sponsored by
the Bursau of Justice Statistics and
conducted by the Bureau of the Census.
Earller censuses were completed In 1974,
1979, and 1984,

Census universe

The facility universe was developed from
the Census of State Adult Correctional
Facllities conducted in 1984, This list was
revised using the 1990 American
Correctional Association Dirsctory and
Information obtained from State correc-
tional administrators and the Federal
Bureau of Prisons.

The census included: prisons; prison
farms; reception, diagnostic and
classification centers; road camps; forestry
and conservation camps; youinful offender
facilities (except in California); vocational
training facllities; correctional drug and
alcohol treatment facilities; and State-
operated local detention facllities in Alaska,
Connecticut, Delaware, Hawall, Rhode
Island, and Vermont.

Faclilitiss were included in the census
if they:

» were staffed with State or Federal
employees

« housed primarily State or Federal
prisoners

» were physically, functionally, and
administratively separate from other
facliities

o were operational on the reference dats,
June 29, 1990,

The census also inciuded, for the first time,
67 private facllities that were under exclu-
sive contract by State governments to
house prisoners.

Specifically excluded wers —

e privately operated facilities that were not
exclusively for State or Federal inmates
o military facilities

» Immigration and Naturalization Service
facllities
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s facllities operated and administered
by local governments, including those
housing State prisoners

o tacilities operated by the U.S. Marshals
Service

 hosplital wings and wards reserved
for, State prisoners.

Questlonnalre administration

Questionnaires were malled to facility
respondents at the end of June 1990.
Second and third request forms and
telephone followups went out in the fall,
resulting in a final response rate of 100%.

Definitions of community-based and
confinement facllities

Correctional facilities were classified as
community-based if 50% or more of the
residents were regularly permitted to leave
the facllity unaccompanisd for work or
study. These facllitles included halfway
houses, restitution centers, and pre-
release, work release, and study release
centers. Correctional facllities in which
less than 50% of the inmates regularly
left the facility unaccompanied were
classified as confinement Institutions.

Drug addsndum

An addendum on drug control actlvities

in State and Federal facilities was included
for the first time in the 1980 census. Facll-
ities were asked to provide information on
the following:

o activities they used with inmates, visitors,
and staif to keep out illegal drugs and drug
paraphernalia

« Inmate drug testing practices, including
the criteria for testing inmates, the number
of Inmates tested In total and by specific
drug, and the numbaer positive

e staff drug testing, including groups and
basis for testing, number tested, and
procedures when tests were positive

o capacity and enrollment in varlous types
of drug treatment and intervention
programs.

Estimation procedures
When all prisons in the census did not

provide data on particular variables,
estimated figures were used where



Indicated. Total figures were estimatad by
multiplying the known or reported numbers
by the ratic of the total relevant population
to the reported population. All figures were

Caroling Wolt Harlow wrote this report
under the supervision of Allen J. Beck.
Correctlons statistics are prepared

estimated Independently and total esti-
mates were therefore larger than the sum
of all subgroup estimates. The total
population figure used in the projections
varled, depending upon which figure was
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