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About 7 of every 8 prisons in the Nat!on 
tested an estimated total of 565,500 
inmates for one or more illegal drugs 
between July 1, 1989, and June 30, 1990. 
In State facilities, 3.6% of n19 tests for 
cocaine, 1.3% for heroin, 2.0% for 

An. ethamphetamlnes, and 6.3% for mari­
~uana found evidence of drug use, In 

Federal prisons, 0.4% of the tests for 
cocaine, 0.4% for heroin, 0.1 % for 
methamphetamlnes, and 1.1% for 
marijuana were positive. 

This report uses Information provided to 
the Census of State and Federal Adult 
Correctional Facilities. Data were collected 
from 957 State prison facilities, 250 State 
community-based facilities, and SO 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 flrldlngs from the 1990 census 
include the following: 

• Ninety-eight percent of State community­
based facilities - those In which at least 
half of the residents may leave the facility 
daliy - tested residents. All Federal 
prisons and 83% of State prisons reported 

_hat they tested inmates for drug use. 

• 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 1992 

This study examines how State and 
Faderal correctional facilities seek to 
stop the entry and use of Illegal drugs. 
Based on the 1990 Census of State and 
Federal Correctional Facilities, the 
report Indicates that nearly 9 In 10 
Institutions conduct urine surveillance 
among the inmate population, usually on 
a random basis or on suspicion of use. 
Marijuana and cocaine were the drugs 
most commonly detected -in Federal 
facilities about 1 in 100 of the tests for 
marijuana and 1 In 250 tests for cocalna 
were positive while in State facilities 
about 1 in 16 tests were positive for 
marijuana and 1 in 28 were positive for 
cocaine. 

I want to express my deep appreciation 
to the employees in the 957 State 
prisons, 80 Federal prisons, and the 250 
community-based facilities who partici­
pated In the census. The 100-percent 
response rate Is, I believe, Important 
testimony to the utility and significance 
of national data on the operations of our 
Nation's correctional facilities. 

Steven D. DIllingham, Ph.D. 
Director 

• At State confinement facilities 1.4% 
of tests for cocaine, 1.0% for heroin, 2.3% 
for methamphetamlnes, and 5.S% for 
marijuana Indicated drug use. 

• At State community-based facilities S.9% 
of tests for cocaine confirmed the 
presence of the drug, as did 2.2% for 
heroin, 1.1 % for methamphetamlnes, and 
8.1 % for marijuana. 

II State confinement facilities that only 
tested Inmates suspected of drug use had 
higher positive rates than facilities that 
tested aU 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, ciothlng exchanges, and 
body cavity searches. 

• At admission Inmates were required to 
exchange clothing In 88% of the Federal 
prisons and 59% of State prisons; Inmates 
were patted down In 88% of Federal 
prisons and 7S% of the State prisons. 

• In the facilities using the most Intrusive 
Interdiction technique, body cavity 
searches, positive drug test results among 
inmates tested were lower than In facilities 
using other methods of Interdiction. 

• Questioning and search of belongings 
were widely used for visitors to both 
Federal and State facilities. 

• Federal confinement facilities reported 
that they could provide drug treatment for 
an estimated 7,SOO Inmates; State confine­
ment facllltJes, for 114,000; and State 
community-based facilities, for 9,400. 

• Federal facilities were using an estimated 
62% of total drug treatment capacity on 
June 29, 1990; State confinement facUlties, 
7S%; and community-based facilities, 66%. 



Introduction 

The Census of State and Federal Adult 
Correctional Facilities, conducted period­
Ically by the Bureau of the Census on 
behalf of the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
(BJS). Included a new series of questions 
In 1990. (See Methodology on page 12 for 
further Information about the census and 
the questionnaire.) This addendum -
designed with the assistance of the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse and the 
Office of National Drug Control Pollcy­
asked how facilities Interdict drugs and 
paraphernalia among inmates, visitors, and 
staff and who was chosen for each method 
of Interdiction. 

In addition, the addendum gathered Infor­
mation on drug testing policies, practices, 
and outcomes. The questionnaire asked 
facilities to estimate the number of inmates 
In need of drug treatment programs and 
the capacity of currently available 
programs. 

Interdiction activities 

Most prison faci/ities patt9ci down inmates 
and required them to exchange clothes 
upon admission or any reentry 

Prison facilities perform many activities to 
prevent drugs and other contraband from 
entering. Correctional authorities com­
monly question Inmates, pat them down, 
require changing Into prison-furnished 
clothes, and search body cavities. Elghty­
eight percent of Federal facilities reported 
that they patted down new admissions and 
required them to replace their clothes 
(table 1). Seventy-eight percent of State 
confinement facilities and 71 % of 
community-based facWties patted down 
newly admitted inmates. 1 Fifty-nine per­
cent of State confinement facilities and 
26% of community-based facilities required 

lCommunlty-based facilities are those in which half or 
more of the residents are permitted to leave unaccom­
panied by staff for work or study. Because Inmates 
regularly leave community-based facilities, drug-related 
problems in these facilities are different from those In 
secured facilities. 

B. Indicate the types of Interdiction actlvltlas for 
Inmatal/reaidents end the groups of Inmates/residents 
targoted. New admissions 

Suspected 

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

Tablo 1. Drug Interdiction activities 
for prison Inmal881reBldenta, 
by type of fOCllllly, June Hlgo 

Federal State 
Interdiction activity confine- Confine- communlty-
andgrouptargeted mant ment based 

Inmates at admission 
Verbal questioning 83.8% 74.9% 79.2% 
Patdown 87.5 77.7 71.2 
Clothing exchange 87.5 59.0 26.0 
Body cavity search 61.3 45.1 14.4 
Other 30.0 25.8 36.4 

Inmates returning 
from temporary release 

Verbal questioning 72.5 66.5 68.0 
Patdown 81.3 79.7 81.6 
Clothing exchanga 72.5 54.5 29.2 
Body cavity search 63.8 47.6 20.4 
Other 35.0 30.9 36.8 

Number of facilities 80 957 250 

Note: "Other" Includes such measures as visual 
search, drug testing, and sulp search that examines 
clothing and body surfaces. 

Mark IX} all that apply 

Inmates/residents returning 
from temporary absences' 

Suspected • All drug u,sers/ At random All drug u.sers/ At random 
couriers 

Type of interdiction activity (a) (b) 

1. Verbal questioning 

2. Patdown 
3. Clothing exchange 

4. Body cavity search 
5. Other-

Specify 

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

Methods of drug Interdiction 

Different facilities have a variety of poli­
cies and practices related to interdiction 
of drugs from Inmates, visitors, and staff. 

Facilities may physically check persons 
entering the facility. Inmates may be 
checked for drugs or other contraband 
when they enter a facility 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 nonlntru­
sive, such as verbal questioning or pat-

downs, or more Intrusive, such as body 
cavity searches and clothing exchang~s 
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 tYj:Jo· 
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 
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couriers 
(c) (d) (e) (f) 

Interdiction activity on all persons but not 
chOOSing random or suspected subjects. 

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

Type of Who was chosen 
Interdiction All Random $uspeciecI 

Type 1 + + + 
Type 2 + + 
Type 3 + + 
Type 4 + 
TypeS + + 
Type 6 + 
Type 7 + 
Type 8 



Table 2. Crltarla for drug Intardlctlon activity for prisoners In Federal 
and State confinement facilities, June 1990 

Summary Interdiction activl!l 
Who was chosen ofselactlon Verbal guestionlng Patdown Clothing eXChange Bod~ cavl~ search 
fer Interdiction criteria Federal State Federal State Federal State F~deral State 

Total 100% 100 0/0 100 0/0 100% 100% 100% 100 % 100% 

A1llnmates. Inmates chosen randomly. 
and Inmates suspectedo! using drugs type 1 6.3 9.7 13.8 9.7 6.3 4.2 2.5 2.3 

A1l/nmales and 
inmates chosen randomly type 2 3.8 6.1 8.8 7.9 2.5 2.3 1.3 1.4 

All Inmates and 
Inmates suspectedo!uslng mugs type 3 3.8 9.4 2.5 8.3 1.3 8.4 6.3 3.2 

All Inmates butn!! other criteria type 4 67.5 38.3 57.5 51.8 72.5 41.6 36.3 12.7 

Inmates chosen randomly and 
Inmates suspected of using drugs type 5 1.3 4.6 1.3 3.3 0 3.0 U 2.1 

Only Inmates chosen randomly type 6 3.8 3.7 5.0 3.3 3.8 3.3 2.5 1.7 

Only Inmates suspected of using drugs type 7 0 9.9 0 5.~ 1.3 5.3 15.0 31.1 

No reported Interdiction activity type 8 13.8 18.3 11.3 10.0 12.5 31.9 35.0 45.5 

Number of facilities 80 957 80 957 80 957 eo 957 

Note: Facilities Indicated whether they performed an Interdiction activity on all Inmates. on suspected drug users/couriers. 
and on Inmates at random. Criteria for selection of Inmates are arranged In mutually exclusive categories. 

When looking for the presence of hidden 
drugs, facilities were less likely to perform 
body cavity searches than take other 
Interdiction measures. Sixty-one percent 
of Federal facilities, 45% of State con-

•
flnement facilities, and 14% of State 
community-based facilities reported that 
they conducted body cavity searches 
among Inmates at admission. 

Institutions could apply an interdiction 
activity 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% of Federal 
facilities patted down all Inmates and 
required an exchange of clothing. Almost 
78% of State confinement facIlities frisked 
all Inmates, and 57% substttuted prison 
clothes. 

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

conducted among ail ~mterlng Inmates. 
About 39% of State confinement facilities 
reported that a body cavity search would 
be conducted when the staff suspected 
inmates of carrying drugs. 

Most faciUties searched the belongings 
of visitors 

Staff checked visitors' belongings for drugs 
in 93% of Federal institutions, 87% of State 
confinement facilities, 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-basad facilities. 

All visitors were generally subjected to 
searches of their 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-

Table 3. Drug Interdiction activities for prison Visitors, by type of faCility, June 1990 

Federal State 
Interdiction activity confinement Confinement Communl!l-based 

Verbal questioning 97.5% 78.7% 82.4% 
Patdown 51.3 69.4 39.6 
Belongings search 92.5 87.4 75.6 

-- Body cavity search 27.5 22.4 5.2 
Other 30.0 21.1 6.8 

Number of facilities 80 957 250 
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phernaila. Five in ten of Federal prisons 
and 4 in 10 of State facilities patted down 
visitors on suspicion. About 28% of Fed­
eral facilities and 18% of State facilities 
searched body cavities of visitors if the 
visitors were suspected of smuggling 
drugs. 

Table 4. Criteria for selection of visitors 
for drug Interdiction activities, 
by Jurisdiction of faa!JIty, June1990 

Activity and who 
was chosen Federal State 

Verbal questioning 
All visitors 83.8% 32.8% 
Random groups 2.5 7.6 
Suspectvlsilors· 22.5 50.5 

Patdown 
All visitors 0 22.2 
Random groups 2.5 5.9 
SUspaclvlsitors· 50.0 40.0 

Belongings search 
A1lvlsitors 82.5 57.1 
Random groups 5.0 6.S 
Suspect visitors· 22.5 34.2 

Body cavity search 
Allvisitorsb 0 .0' 
Random groups 0 .7 
Suspectvlsilors· 27.5 18.4 

Number of facilities 80 1,207 

Note: Criteria for selection of visitors are arranged 
in overlapping categories. 
'Less than 0.05%. 
"Visitors suspected of brlnglr>g drugs into the facility. 
bOne State confinement facility checked body 
cavities of any visitor to a prisoner. 



-
Staff were also subject to drug 
Interdiction activities 

question all of the Inmates or to pat them 
down. All Inmates were Interrogated In 

When reporting to work, staff were patted 
down In about half of State confinement 
facilities and In more than a fifth of Federal 
confinement and State community-basad 
facilities (table 5). In over 50% of Federal 
facilities and 40% of State facilities staff 
were questioned. Most Interdiction 
activities Involving staff were conducted 

Maximum security facilities took more 
stringent drug InterdictIon measures 
than other facilities 

Staff In Federa! maximum security prisons 
were more likely than those In medlul'i1 or 
minimum security facilities to search body 
cavities and to require all Inmates to 
exchange clothing (table 7). All Federal 
maximum security Institutions required all 
Inmates to put on new prison-Issued 
clothes upon entry or reentry. Nearly 55% 
of Federal maximum security facilities, 
compared to 38% of minimum security 
prisons, conducted body cavity searches 
of all newly admitted or returning Inmates. 

64% of maximum security prisons and • 
frisked In 73%, while all Inmates were 
questioned In 94% of minimum security 

on suspicion of smuggling drugs. About 
45% of Federal facilities and 23% of State 
facilities Interrogated staff If they were 
suspected of drug Involvement (table 6). 
About 19% of Federal facilities also patted 
down staff on suspicion, compared to 14% 
of State facilities. About 23% of State 
facilities frisked staff members at random. 

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

facilities 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 cavities 
of all new or returning prisoners. Staff 
performed body cavity searcht,u on 
suspected Inmates In over half of State 
maximum security facilities. 

Table 5. Drug Interdiction activities for prison staff, 
by type of faCility. June 1990 State community-based facilities were less 

likely than State confinement facilities to 
search residents to Interdict drugs. Staff 
In about 59% of State com munlty-based 
facilities patted down all Inmates. In 22% 
of community-based faCilities, the staff 
required all inmates to change to facility 
clothing, and In 15%, searched body cavi­
ties of residents suspected of having 
drugs. 

Federal State 
Interdlcthn activity confinement Confinement Community-based 

No reported 
Intordiction activity 17.5% 23.4% 42.0% 

Verbal questioning 53.8 43.3 45.2 
Patdown 21.3 49.3 24.4 
Other' 35.0 25.0 11.6 

Number of facilities 80 957 250 

Note: Interdiction activities are overlapping categories. 
'Includes such measures as drug testing, belonQings search, and visual Inspection. 

Table 6. Criteria for selection of staff Table 7. Criteria of selection of Inmates for drug Interdiction activities. 
for drug Interdiction activities. by type and security level of faCility. June 1990 
by Jurisdiction of faCility, June 199o 

T~I?! and securl~ level of faclll~ 
Activity and who Staff Federal State 
WBschosen Federal State Activity and who Community-

was chosen Maximum Medium Minimum Maximum Medium Minimum based 
Verbal questioning 

Verbal questioning All staff 3.8% 8.8% 
Random groups 5.0 18.6 A1l1nmates 63.6% 75.7% 93.8% 67.3% 63.4% 61.4% 67.2% 
Suspected staff 45.0 22.9 Random groups 18.2 13.5 15.6 18.4 21.9 29.6 38.0 

Suspected Inmates 0 13.5 12.5 39.9 35.5 28.0 28.fl 
Patrlown 

A1lsls.!f 0 11.8 Patdown 
Random9roups 2.5 22.6 A1l1nmates 72.7 86.5 81.3 74.0 78.7 79.1 58.8 
Suspected staff 18.8 14.0 Random 9roups 18.2 24.3 37.5 19.3 20.2 31.5 51.6 

Suspected Inmates 9.1 18.9 18.8 38.6 22.7 23.9 30.0 
Number of facilities 80 1,207 Clothing exchange 

A1llnmatos 100.0 81.1 78.1 63.2 62.3 46.5 21.6 
Note: Criteria for selection of staff are arranged Random groups 0 13.5 15.6 12.1 10.9 15.2 18.4 
In overlapping categories. Suspected Inmates 9.1 8.1 9.4 35.4 17.8 15.2 16.0 

Body cavity search 
All Inmates 54.5 51.4 37.5 18.8 23.5 16.3 4.4 
Random groups 0 5.4 12.5 6.3 7.4 8.2 9.6 
Suspected Inmates 27.3 29.7 18.8 53.4 37.2 31.5 14.8 

Numberof facilities 11 37 32 223 366 368 250 

Note: Criteria for selection of Inmates are arranged In overlapping categories. 
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Teltlng urine for drug use 

Most correctional facilities test9Ci some 
enmates for I/Iega/ drug use 

About 87% of all correctional facilities 
tested Inmates for Illegal drug use (table 
8). All Federal prisons, 83% of State 
conflnem&nt facffltles, and ~8°!~ of State 
communlty,based facilities reported testing 
Inmates betw8Eln July 1, 1989, and June 
30,1990. 

Authorities In facilities which reported data 
(85% of all facllltl~s) Indicated that they 
collected 598,000 urine specimens from 
468,500 Inmates. When these figures are 
projected to all facilities, Including those 
which did not respond to these questions, 
an estimated 565,500 Inm;ates provided 
721,800 specimens from July 1, 1989, 
through June 30, 1990. (See· "Estimation 
procedure" In Methodology.) 

State minimum and medium security and 
community-based facilities were more 
likely than maximum security Institutions 
to test Inmates. About 85% of the lower 
security facUitles and 98% of community­
based facilities tested Inmates, compared 
to 76% of the maximum security prisons. 

Summary 
Criloria for olseiection Percent'll 
conducting tests criteria facilities 

Total 100 % 
Not done to any Inmates type 8 19.2% 
DonfllD: 

AllsystemadcaJly and 
Random groupB7iUspected type 1 14.0% 
Random groups type 2 1.2 
Suspected type 3 2.0 
Allonly type 4 2.8 

Random groups and 
Suopected - type 5 42.1 
Random only type 6 5.4 

Suspected only type 7 17.7 
Other only 1.6 

Number offacilltles 1,285 

Table 8. Crlwla for drug te8ts, number of Inmates tested, and number of specimens collected 
from July 1, 19a9, to June 30, 1Q{1(), by type and security level of facility 

Facill!X conducts urine tests on inmalos 
SystematicaHy On Indl-

Numoor on everyone catlonol 
Type and security 01 at loast once Randomly possible Other 

• 
Most State facilities testing Inmates for 
drugs performed the tests when the staff 
suspected particular Inmates of drug use; 
76% of the Institutions reported checking 
Inmates based on suspicion of use. Forty­
two percent tested both suspected Inmates 
and random groups, and an additional 14% 
tested all Inmates (type 1). Relatively few 
facilities (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 inmatas, com­
pared to around 83% of facilities with fewer 
than 1,000 inmates and 77% of facilities 
with a population between 1,000 and 2,499 
(table 9). Over half of the largost faclDtles 
tested Inmates on suspicion only. Over 
half of facilities with a papule.tion between 
250 and 2,499 tested ail Inmates or 

Drug testlng between 
July 1,1989, and 
June 90,1990 

Number of Number of 
Inmates specimens 

level 01 facility facilities Total during stay onsampies drug use criteria tested collected 

All facilities 1.285 as.7% 20.0% 62.7% 75.8% 17.3% 

Federal confinement 80 100.0 31.3 96.3 93.8 23.8 
Ml'J(imum 11 100.0 9.1 100.0 90.9 18.2 
Medium 37 100.0 21.6 100.0 94.6 21.6 
Minimum r 92 100.0 50.0 90.6 93.8 28.1 

SIBte 
Confinllmllnt 955 82.5 1M 56.5 74.1 18.4 

Mooclmum 223 75.8 9.9 50.2 69.5 20.2 
Medium 365 84.1 10.7 60.8 76.1 16.7 
Minimum 967 85.0 15.3 56.1 74.4 19.1 

Community-based 250 98.4 46.0 75.6 76.4 10.8 

Note: Detail add to morll than totals because some 
facilitles testad on more than one basis. Data on 
criteria for Uislin91nrnates excludes 2 StaUi conlin&­
ment facilities with no data on the basis for testing. 
Data lor number 01 Inmates tested and number 01 

specimens coliected exclude 185 state confinement 
facilltles and 13 Federal confinement facilWes because 
they had no data on at least 1 01 the 2 variables. 
"The majority of data were estimated by respondents. 

Table g. Criteria for conducting teats for drug use In State facllltle., 
by alz9 of facility, June 19QO 

Number 
Percent conducting urine tests based on 

Combination 01 sus-
Size and type 01 plclon and either ran- Random or 
offacRi!l facilities Total' dam or systematic systematic onl~ 

Confinement 
1-249 386 8:3.2% 46.6% 11.9% 
250-499 150 85.3 57.9 4.0 
500-999 226 83.2 58.8 2.7 
1,Ou0-2,499 167 76.7 53.3 4.2 
2,500 or more 26 92.2 94.6 0 

Communlty-bas9d 250 98.4 70.0 20.4 

'Includes ·other· category not reported. 
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Suspicion 
only 

23.1% 
21.9 
19.5 
19.2 
53.8 
6.4 

468,348 597,867 

57,177 59,147 
10,368 11,668 
31,781 32,326 
15,028 15,153 

917,246 378,994 
99,184 129,667 

148.678 169,752 
69,384 78,975 
93,925' 160,326 ' 



random groups of inmates in addition to 
inmates suspected of drug use. About 
70% of community-based facilities tasted 
either ail inmates or random groups and 
inmates suspected of using drugs. 

Almost al/ work release facilities tested 
for drugs 

About 92% of facilities that provided spe­
cial work release or prerelease programs 
tested Inmates for drugs (table 10). 
Ninety-three percent of facilities that. 
senarately handled offenders relncarcer­
ated for violating some condition of their 
supervised release also checked Inmates 

Table 10. Facilities testing Inmatos 
or residents for drug USG, by function 
of correctional facility, June 1990 

Number 
Facility function of facilities Percent 

General adult popUlation 
confinement 1,049 95.2% 

Boot camp 23 82.6 
Reception/diagnosis 

and classifICation 147 87.8 
Medical treatment! 

hospitalization confinement 86 88.4 
AlcohoVdrug treatment 

confinement 117 88.0 
Youthfuloffonoors 27 59.3 
Work releasa/prerelease 411 92.2 
Persons returned to custody 

froma supervlsedrelaasa 91 93.4 
Other 140 92.9 

Note: Facllitios may be classified with more 
than one function. 

for drugs. Over 90% of facilities that 
performed "other" functions, such as 
presentencs, psychiatric, or geriatric 
services also tested their residents. 
Nearly 60% of facilities for youthful 
offenders tested Inmates. 

For all Inmates tested, State prIsons 
reported hIgher posItive rat9s than 
Federal prIsons 

Nationwide, 3.1 % of the tests for cocaine 
In the 12 months before ~lune 30, 1990, 

were positive, as were 1.2% of the tests 
for heroin, 1.5% for methamphetamlnes, 
and 5.6% for mariJuana. State facilities 
reported higher positive rates for drug tests. 
than Federal facilities (table 11). In State 
Institutions, 3.6% of tests for cocaine were 
positive, compared to 0.4% In Federal 
prisons. State facilities 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. 

Table 11. Number of facilities testing for specific drugs, number of tests 
given, and percent positive, from July 1, 1989, to June 30, 1990 

Tests Facilities 
Number Parcont NUmber ParcElnt 

T~ee of drug given ~sltive testing ~sltive 

Allfaclllt1e6 
Amphetamines 256,1.146 .9% 513 32.6% 
Barbiturates 225,855 .8 472 34.1 
Cocaine 379,970 3.1 712 60.0 
Heroin 283,281 1.2 454 38.3 
LSD 137,362 .6 275 9.8 

Marijuana/hashish 396,993 5.6% 764 79.7% 
Methadone 150,725 .6 304 8.6 
Methamphetamlnes 176,300 1.5 327 21.4 
Unspaclfiod drug 124,815 .7 235 24.3 
Other 83,608 1.4 162 60.5 

Fedoral facilities 
Amphetamines 51,874 .2% 55 30.9% 
Barbiturates 51,274 .1 54 33.3 
Cocaine 55,393 .4 59 59.3 
Heroin 45,400 .4 51 31.4 
LSD 40,297 .0' 45 4.4 

Marijuana/hashish 53,809 1.1% 57 77.2% 
Methadone 43,338 .0' 48 6.3 
Methamphetamlnes 49,191 .1 54 24.1 
Unspecified drug 39,225 .1 42 14.3 
Other 12,840 .4 13 92.3 

State facilities 
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 

Marijuanalhashlsh 343,184 6.3% 707 79.9% 
Methadone 107,387 .8 256 9.0 
Methamphetamines 127,109 2.0 273 20.9 
Unspecified drug 85,590 1.0 193 26.4 
Other 70,768 1.6 149 57.7 

Note: Data are for 61 Federal facl11ties and 776 State facl11ties with data on all variables. 
'Less than O.O~%. 
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Interpreting measures of drug testing 

Prevalence of drug use In prisons Is 
difficult to estimate. Pc:;rt of the difficulty 
occurs with record keeping and reporting. 
A drug test determines the presence of a 
specific drug at a spec"lc level. A single 
Urine sample can be used for a single 
drug test or for multiple tests for different 
drugs. Correctional authorities were 
asked to report the number at tests for 
each drug and the number of positive 
tests. However, some authorities may 
have reported the number of urine sam­
ples taken If their records included only 
those figures. 

Other difficulties 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 choose 
Inmates for testing using a sample with a 
known probability of selection: One 

cannot say that the selected 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, even 
though the drug is used in their facility. 
Other prisons may conduct repeated 
tests for a drug seldom used. 

• A single urine specimen can have more 
than one positive drug test from an Indivi­
dual using multiple drugs. Describing 
positive rates by type of drug will over­
state the number of Inmates with at least 
one positive test. 

• Prisons differ In how often they test 
Inmates. Drug testing may be rare In 
some prisons and frequent In others. 

• Urine tests only detect the presence 
of most drugs 48 to 72 hours after use, 
except for PCP and mariJuana, which 
may be detected up to 30 days after use. 

. IDENTIFICATION OF DRUG ABUSERS Continued 

E. Of the Inmates teated Type of drug 
betwHn Jul, 1, 1989 and 1. Am!:!hetamines June 30, 19 0, Indicate the 
numbor of Inmates/residents 2. Barbiturates 
screned for each dru~ and 

3. Cocaine the number found pos Ive. 
4. Heroin 

5. LSD 
6. Marijuana/hashish 

7. Methadone 

8. Methamphetamines 

9. Unspecified druo 
10. Other-

Specify 

G. Are urinalysis test. for drug use conducted on steH of this facility? 1 DYes 

H. Which of tha following staH groups are allglble to be screened for 
drug usa through urinilllysi. and on what beels? Systematically 
Type of employee (a) 

1. All staff 

2. Staff abol/e certain grade 

3. Staff below certain grade 

4. Correctional officers 
5. Administrative staff 

6. Clerical staff 

7, Treatment and educational staff 

8. Medical staff 
9. New hires/probationary status 

10. Other staff -
Specify 

I. Between July 1,1989 end June 30,1990, how many staH were tellted for drugs? 

J. Between July 1,1909 and June 30,1990, how many urine specimens were 
collected from IItaH? 

7 

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

• Depending on various factors, the 
presence of methamphetamines may not 
be distinguished from amphetamines; 
therefore, the test results for these two 
drugs should be considered together. 

• Prisons may differ in the types of tests 
used. Some types are more accurate 
than others, producing lower numbers of 
false positives and false negatives. Facil­
ities mayor may not perform confirmatory 
tasts, and they were not asked to astl­
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 facilities. Positive results should be 
Interpreted only as Indicating the percent­
age positive for the specific tests given. 

Number screened Number found ~ositil/e 
Mark (X) if estimate 7- Mark (X) if estimate 7-

(a) (b) 

'2 D No - SKIP to section 1/1 

Mark (XI al/ that apply 
At random Suspicion of use Other 

(b) (c) (d) 

Number of employees 
Mark (X) if estimate "j 

I 
Number of specimens 
Mark (X) if estimate "j 
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Same percsntage of State and Federal 
facilitIes reported positive drug tests 

When facll~les rather than Individual drug 
tests are considered, Federal and State 
facilities were about equally likely to have 
found drug use In their Inst~utlons. Around 
6 In 10 of both Federal and State facilities 
which tested for cocaine had at least one 
positive test. In over 2 In 10 facilities 
testing for methamphetamlnes, the use of 
the drug was discovered. Marijuana was 
detected In about 6 In 10 facll~les testing. 

Community-based facilities found higher 
rates of drug use than confinement 
facilities 

Tests had posltlvG outcomes for 8.9% 
of the cocaine tests and 8.1 % of the mari­
juana tests administered by communlty­
based facil~les, compared to 1.4% of the 
cocaine test$-) and 5.8% of marijuana tests 
In confinement facilities (table 12). 
Methamphetamlnes, however, were found 
more often in confinement facilities (2.3% 
tested pos~ive) than In commun~y·based 
facilities (1.1 % positive). 

Among State confinement facilities, 
positive test results were highest 
In those testing on suspicion only 

How Inmates were selected for testing 
affected the rate of positive resu~s. Those 
State confinement facilities testing only 
when drug use was suspected recorded 
higher rates of positive resu~s than other 
facilities that tested randomly or compre­
hensively. When facll~les tested only on 
suspicion of drug use, 6% of cocaine tests 
and 14% of marijuana tests were positive, 
compared to 1.5% or less for cocaine and 
5% or less for marljul\na when facilities 
tested everyone or at random. 

The results for State community-based 
facilities were opposite those of confine­
ment facilities. Testing on suspicion only 
produced a lower percentage of positive 
results than testing everyone or a random 
selection. In community-based facil~les 
which tested on suspicion only, 4.8% were 
.posltlve 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. 

~~~ ~-----~-----------~------------

The percentages of positive tests were heroin tests were positive (table 13). In 
higher In large facilities Federal facilities holding fewer than 500 

Inmates, the percentages were 0.5% for 
Large prisons, whether Federal or State, marijuana, 0.2% for cocaine, and none for 
had higher rates of positive drug tests. heroin. Among State prisons, the largest 
In Federal facilities with 1,000 or more facilities with 2,500 or more Inmates had 
Inmates, 1.4% of the marijuana tests, the highest percentages of positive tests 
0.6% of the cocaine, and 0.6% of the for amphetamines, cocaine, and heroin. 

Table 12. Number of drug teats given In State faCilities and percent positive 
from July 1. 1080. to Juno 30, 1090, by type of drug and criteria for testing 

PGrcente!!sltlve when faclJJ~ tests Inmatilelresldents based on 
Combination of sus· Random or 

Type of drug Numberof plclon and either ran· systamatic 
andfacJJ~ testslliven Total dom or·s~stematic onl~ 

State confinement 
Amphetamines 136,121 1.1% .6% .4% 
Barbiturates 126,162 1.0 .6 .3 
Cocaine 230,800 1.4 1.0 1.5 
Heroin 172,284 1.0 .7 .5 
LSD 71,064 1.0 .4 1.7 

MarIJuana/ha~hlsh 270,003 5.8% 5.1% 4.7% 
Methadone 76,807 1.1 .7 0 
Methamphetamlnes 92,101 2.3 1.1 .0' 
Unspecified drug 65,818 1.1 .5 .2 
Other 52,559 1.8 1.2 0 

State communlty·based 
Amphetlt.dnes 68,951 1.0% .8% 1.4% 
Barbiturates 48,419 .8 .6 1.3 
Cocaine 93,777 8.9 9.4 8.9 
Heroin 65,501 2.2 2.4 2.0 
LSD 26,001 .2 .3 .0' 

Marljuana/hashlsh 72,221 8.1% 7.7% 8.5% 
Methadone 30,580 .2 .2 .0' 
Methamphetamlnes 35,008 1.1 1.0 1.2 
Unspecified drug 19,772 .7 1.1 .0' 
Other 18,209 .9 .9 .9 

Note: Data are lor 569 State cQnfinement facl1Jtles and 207 State communlty·based facl1Jtles 
with data on all variables. 
'Less than 0.05%. 

Table 13. Poaltlve drug testa from July 1. 1989, to June 3D, 1990, 
by security level and alze of confinement facilities 

Suspicion 
onl~ 

5.0% 
4.0 
6.0 
3.7 
4.1 

14.3% 
3.3 
7.8 
4.6 

13.8 

.2% 

.2 
4.8 
0 
0 

6.4% 
0 
.2 

1.5 
0 

Security level 
oI:.i:.'>' 

Percentol e!!SltlV9 tosts 
Metham· 

and size of facl1J~ Amphetamine Cocaine Heroin MarIJuana phe!amlne 

Federal 
SGcurlly level 

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 .1 
5O()"999 .1 .4 .3 1.0 .1 
1,000-2,499 .4 .6 .6 1.4 .2 

State 
Security level 

Maximum 1.6 1.0 .5 5.0 .S 
Medium 1.2 1.7 1.4 S.B 4.2 
Minimum .5 1.4 .8 4.6 .5 

Average dally population 
1·499 inmates .6 1.4 1.0 6.1 2.4 
50()'999 .5 .9 .6 4.4 .1 
1,000-2,499 .9 1.5 .6 6.9 4.7 
2,500 or more 3.8 2.7 3.3 4.6 3.1 

Note: Data are from 734 State confinement facilities and 62 Federal fac11lties 
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 methamphetamlnes. Among Federal 

•
prlsons, the maximum _security facilities 
had higher rates for positive drug tests 
than minimum security fac1lltles. In maxi-
mum security prisons, 2.50/0 of the tests for 
marijuana, .7% of the tests for cocaine, 
and 1.4% of the tests for heroin were 
positive. In minimum security, 0.3% for 
marijuana, 0.3% for cocaine, and none for 
heroin were positive. 

State medium security facilities generally 
had higher positive rates than maximum or 
minimum security prisons. For each drug 
in medium security facilities, the percent­
ag;:) positive was as follows: 6.8% for 
marijuana, 4.2% for methamphetamines, 
1.7% for cocaine, and 1.4% for heroin. 
In maximum and minimum facilities, the 
equlvalijnt findings were 5.0% or less for 
marijuana, 0.6% or less for methamphe­
tamlnes, 1.4% or les3 for cocaine, and 
0.8% or less for heroin. 

Positive results from drug tests varied 
among facilities performing different 
functions 

Facilities 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 methamphetamlnes, 3.5% 
for cocaine, and 2.9% for heroin. Facilities 
holding Inmates who participated In work 
release programs or who were preparing 
for discharge also had relatively high 
positive test rates: 7% for cocaine, 6.9% 
for marijuana, and 1.8% for heroin. DrUg! 
alcohol treatment In facilities was associ­
ated with relatively high positive results on 
tests for cocaine and marijuana use -
3% for cocaine and 7.6% for marijuana. 

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

Positive drug tests were linked 
to Interdiction activities 

The State confinement facilities that ques­
tioned and frisked Inmates but did not 
exchange clothes or search body cavities 
had higher rates of positive drug tests than 

.. facilities doing all these measures (table 

.. 15}. The tests In the facilities using less 
stringent measures W9re 5.2% positive for 
cocaine, 13.5% for mariJuana, and 16.2% 

Table 14. Positive drug testa from July 1,1989, 
to June 30, 1990, by function of facility 

Percent of E!!sltlve tests 
Amphe· Methern-

Y=acility function lamlnes Cocaine Heroin Marijuana phelamlnes 

General adult population 
confinement .7"10 1.4% .9"10 5.1"1. 1.5% 

Bootcernp .7 1.7 1.9 5.2 1.1 
Reception/diagnosis and 

classification 1.4 1.1 1.6 4.2 .5 
Medical treatment/hospl· 

tallzation confinement .4 2.0 .9 5.8 5.1 
Alcohol/drug treatment 

confinement 1.8 3.0 1.6 7.6 1.2 
Youthluloffenders .1 1.5 .5 2.1 0 
Work re\easelprerelease 1.0 7.0 1.8 6.9 1.0 
I'lQturned to cUstody 2.7 3.5 2.9 9.1 6.2 
Other .6 4.3 .6 4.8 .3 

Note: Data Include 807 facilities with data on number of drug lasts and number positive for each drug. 

Table 15. Posltlvo drug tests from July 1, 1989, to June 30,1990, 
by drug Interdiction activities of State confInement facilities 

Numberof PercentotE!!sltlve tests 
Methern-Interdiction activity Inmatas J\mphe-

and group targeted tested laminas Cocaine Heroin Marijuana phetamines 

Inmates 
All types 
Sody cavity saarch and 

101,824 1.4% 1.2% .6% 4.6% .6% 

clothing exchange 17,444 .5 1.2 .1 2.6 0 
Body cavity search 41,497 .3 .5 .8 5.1 .1 
Clothing exchangll 88,430 .9 1.5 1.4 6.3 .7 
Verbalquilstloning 

andpatdown 23,321 3.6 5.2 4.0 13.5 16.2 
Patdpwn 17,111 .0' .5 .2 3.9 .1 
Vllrbal questioning 2.377 .1 1.1 .4 4.8 .2 
Other 3,114 .2 1.1 1.0 2.7 a 
No reported Interdiction activity 254 8.3 40.2 0 28.4 0 

Visitors 
All types 55,414 1.8% .8% .7% 3.8% .50/0 
Sody cavity and 

belon91ngs searches 23,835 6.0 2.6 2.9 4.4 12.0 
Sody cavity search 4,067 .0' .2 .1 2.1 0 
Belongings search 193,121 .7 1.6 1.0 6.7 2.8 
Verbal questioning 

andpatdown 2,893 a 1.6 .2 6.0 0 
Patdown 4,899 .2 .4 .2 9.9 0 
Verbal questioning 8,757 .1 .8 .1 2.2 .1 
Other 1,541 0 0 0 8.6 0 
NOTeported Interdiction activity 1,345 .4 7.4 0 8.3 0 

Staff 
Alltypss 
Verbal questioning 

26,002 3.3% 1.0% .9% 5.4% .9% 

andpatdown 60,065 1.0 1.2 .6 5.5 .S 
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 5.3 4.9 
No reported Interdiction activity 44.363 3.1 2.6 2.2 6.5 6.6 

Note: Interdiction activities are mutually eltcluslve Include both and may Include patdown, verba! 
categories. "All types" forlomates and visitors questioning, and/or other. "Body cavity search," 
Includos body cavity search, clothing exchange or 'clothing exchange," and "belongings search" may 
belongings search, patdowl1, and verbal questioning InclUde patdown, verbal questioning, andlor other. 
and may include other Interdictions. foor staff, "all "Verbal questionIng and patdown," "patdown," and 
types" Includes verbal questionIng, patdown and other "vllrbal questionln9" may InclUde other. "Other" does 
Interdiction. "Sody cavity search and clothing not include any of the specified Interdiction activities. 
exchange" and "body cavity and belongings searches" 'Less than 0.05%. 

for methamphetamines. Tests In facilities performed ali types of Interdiction activities 
performing ali types of specific drug had higher positive drug test rates than 
Interdiction activities were 1.2% positive facilities which did body cavity searches 
for cocaine, 4.6% for mariJuana, and 0.6% and/or clothing exchanges. The facilities 
for methamphetamines. Facilities which doing all types of Interdiction may have 
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adopted more measures as a reaction to 
relatively high test rates. The reported 
rates were from results over the 12 months 
before the census, while the Interdiction 
measures were those In place on June 29, 
1990. 

Facilities that did not question, frisk, or 
search visitors had the following positive 
test resu~s: 8.3% for marijuana and 7.4% 
for cocaine. Facilities 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 cocaine, and 12% 
for methamphetamlnes. 

Facilities that reported not making special 
efforts to Interdict the supply of drugs from 
the statt had 2.6% positive tests for 
cocaine, 2.2% for heroin, and 6.6% 
for methamphetamlnes. Facilities that 
questioned staff, patted them down, and 
took other actions such as drug testing, 
when needed had 1.0% positive tests 
for cocaine and 0.9% for heroin and 
methamphetamlnes. 

Drug testing of staff was highest 
In Federal facillt/es 

While 83% of Federal facilities reported 
they tested their staff for drugs, 42% 
of State confinement facilities and 32% 
of community-based facilities checked their 
employees (table 16). About 55% of 
Federal confinement facilities 'tested all 
staff, as did 30% of State confinement 
facilities and 19% of community-based 
facilities. 

Seventy-six percent of Federal facll~les 
and about 23% of State facilities tasted 
new employees, the primary staff category 
tested. 

Federal State 
confine- Confine- Community-
ment ~ baGed 

Percentol 
staff tested 15.2"10 3.5% 9.6% 
Number (.\1 urine 
specimens tested 3,019 8,025 531 

Number 01 
facilities 
reporting 70 892 245 
Total number 
01 staff 16,621 220,884 5,265 

A higher percentage of Federal than State 
facility staff were tested for drugs. Rfteen 
percent of Federal facility staff were tested 
compared to 4% of those working In State 

confinement facilities and 10% In 
community-based facilities. 

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

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

Rfty-nlna percent of Federal facilities 
referred the case to a departmentally oper­
ated program - generally an employee 
assistance counselor who could rafer the 
employee for outside treatment. 

Federal facilities were more likely than 
State facilities to keep their staff and 
continue to check them for drugs 'Jr to 
reassign them. Twenty-four percent of 
Federal facilities continued monitoring 
staff with drug tests, compared to 10% 
of State confinement facilities and 12% 
of community-based facilities. 

Table 16. Staff tested for drug use, by Jurisdiction 
and type of facility, 1990 

Federal 
Staff groups confinement 

Total 100 % 

None 17.5% 

All staff and new hires 51.3% 
All staff but not new hires 3.8 

Tested some groups:' 27.5% 

Newhlres 25.0 
Staff above certain grade 21.3 
Correctional officers 1.3 
Administrative staff 5.0 
Clerical stafl 1.3 
Troatment and educational staff 1.3 
Medical staff 1.3 
Other staff 2.5 

Number offacilities 80 

Total number 01 staff 16,621 

Number of staff tested .- 2,525 

Numberofurlne 
specimens tested 3,019 

Note: The variables, total number 01 staff, number 
of staff tested and number 01 urine specimens tested 
exclude 10 faderal facilities, 65 State confinement 
facilities and 5 State community-based facilities with 

State 
Confinemont CommunitY-based 

100 % 100 % 

57.7% 67.6% 

13.2% 9.2% 
16.8 10.0 

12.3% 13.2% 

10.2 12.8 
.2 0 

3.0 .8 
.7 .4 
.3 c-
.4 .4 
.4 0 
.4 0 

957 250 

220,884 5,265 

7,732 507 

8,025 531 

no data on the number 01 staff tested and number 
of urine specimens tested. 
'Detail adds to more than total because some facUlties 
tested more It,an onl!, group 01 staff. 

Table 17. Outcome of first positive drug test of a staff momber, 
by type of facility, 1990 

Percentol lacllities testing staff 
Procedures upon firstposltiva Federal State 
detection of staff & drug use confinement ~(!n~nemenl Community-basad 

Dismissal 36.4% 35.3% 40.7% 
Suspension 16.7 15.8 12.3 
Continued employment 

With urine surveillance 24.2 10.1 12.3 
In another position 9.1 2.7 2.5 

Rsferral 
To Internal affairs 42.4 60.0 44.4 
To departmentally operated program 59.1 21.0 23.5 
To other treatment service 42.4 29.1 16.0 

Other 9.1 7.9 6.2 

Number 01 lacllities 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 their own estimates of 
total capacity and enrollment In programs 

single day the facilities could treat about 
6,100 inmates and had an enrollment of 
about 3.800. For reporting State facilities. 
both confinement and community-based. 
the estimated capacity was 90,900 and 
enrollment was 69.900. 

• 

they considered to be for drug treatment. 
Facility capacities and enrollments for drug 
treatment were -

Prisons could ueat an estimated 
131,900 Inmates for drug addiction 

Numoor 
of facilities Caoaclty ~! 

Federal 61 6,096 3,754 
State 

Confinement 741 83,084 64,723 
Communlty·based 222 7,816 5,187 

Among those Federal facilities that report­
ed. administrators Indicated that on a 

If the reported capacity Is projected to all 
prisons. Federal confinement 1acilities 
could treat an estimated 7.800 inmates; 
State confinement fac1lltles, 114,000; and 
State community-based facilities, 9,400. 
(See "EstimatIon procedure" In 
Metnodo/ogy.) 

Tab1918. Capaolty and enrollment In drug treaL'llent or Intervention programs, 
by Jurisdiction and type of facility, June 29, 19110 

Typo of treatment! Federal State confinement State communl~.based 
Intervention l1!oQram CaE!acl~ Enrollment Ca~cl~ Enrollment Ca~ci~ Enrollment 

Special residential unit 
within facility 525 356 9,338 7,432 166 15 

Counselln9 6,354 2,522 57,470 42,593 6,782 4,584 
Educallonlawareness 9,554 5,634 46,114 32,427 5,839 3,512 
Urine surveillance 14,500 10,770 48,375 37,646 8,120 6,349 
Detoxification 152 21 5,197 2,864 250 109 
Other 415 320 2,991 2,801 106 95 

Number of facllltles reporting ~1 741 222 

Note: The questionnaire asked for maximum capacity possible for each treatmentlintervention program, 
sometimes resulting In the same place ooing counted more than once. 

~----------------------------------------------------------------~ 

, INMATE/RESIDENT TREATMENT PROGRAMS AND CAPACITIES 
A. PIII"H IIlItlmatll tha capacity of 

Type of program exlttlng J:,ogramlln your facility to 
provide rug treatmllnt. Capacity f. 

1. Detoxification daflned II. the maximum number of 
Individuals who could be enrolled a. 2. Drug maintenancE' 
active progrllm rllclplllnts as of 

3.Counselirig June 29, 1990 glvlln the staffing, 
fundln9' and ~hy.lcal Ipace 4. Education/aWareness avallab e for t e programs at that 
tlma. Also enter tha number of 6. Urine surveillance 
Inmate.1 ralldant. Pllrtlclpatln~ In 

6. Special residen.tial unit within facility each program on June 29, 199 ,-
Note that Inmatas/rea/dBnts mBY be 7. Other.~rograms -part/c/pBf/ng In multiple programs. Spec/ y 

Estimated total 
Type offaclllty treatmentcapacl~2 

Total 131,900 
Federal 7,800 
State 

Confinement 113,900 
Community· based 9,400 

Federal confinement faclllt!es had the 
capacity to treat for drug abuse 14% 
of the Inmate population; State 
confinement facilities, 18%; and 
community-based facilities. 55<>/<h 

Prisons were treating approximately 
100,200 Inmates 

• 

If the reported enrollment fIgures are 
proJected to cover all facll1tles, the Federal 
prIson system was treating an estimated 
4.800 Inmates; the State prisons, an 
estimated 88,700; and community-based 
facilities. an estimated 6,200. (See 
"Estimation procedure" In Methodology.) 

Estimated total drug 
Type o!faclli~ treatmenlenrollmanf 

Total 100,200 
Federal 4,800 
State 

Confinement 88,700 
Communlty·based 6,200 

2Treatment capacity and enrollment were estimated 
from the 77.7% of Federal Inmatas In reporting facilities, 
72.9% of State Inmates In rqporting confinement faclll· 
~es, and 83.3% of State Inmates In reporting community· 
based facilities. 

Estimated Number of inmates/ 
capacity residents participating 

(a) (b) 

--

B. Enter the totlll drug trelltment capacity for inmates/residents at this facility on Ju.ne 29, 1990. Total capacity 

C. Entar the total numb or of inmates/residonts enrolled in drug 
traotment progroms at this facility on June 29, 1990. 

Inmate/resident drug treatment 
programs and capacities 

Fac1l1tles provIded estImates of the num­
ber of Inmates/resIdents who could be 
treated In each of their drug treatment 
and Intervention programs and estimates 
of the enrollment In each program. Facili­
ties also estImated theIr total capacity for 
drug treatment and their total enrollment. 

These totals were generally lower than 
the sum of all the separately IItted 
programs and interventIons, possIbly for 
the follOWIng reasons: 

• some programs listed were not consi­
dered true drug '1reatment" programs; 

• an individual program might have 
several of the components listed on the 
addendum - for example, counseling. 
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Total enroliment 

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 

• facilities could have some treatment 
slots which could be allocated to more 
than one program and therefore were 
counted more than once. 



Enrollment In drug treatment was Methodology • facilities operated and administered 
below capacity by local governments, Including those 

The 1990 Census of State and Federal housing State prisoners 
Federal Inmates were using 62% of the Adul! 00rrectlonal Facilities was the fourth • facilities operated by the U.S. Marshals • drug treatment capacity on June 29, 1990. enumeration of State Institutions and the Service 
State prisoners were using 66% of the first of Federal institutions sponsored by 
capacity In community-based facilities and the Bureau of Justice Statistics and • hospital wings and wards reserved 
78% In confinement facilities. conducted by the Bureau of the Census. for, State prisoners. 

Earlier censuses were completed In 1974, 
Jurisdiction and Percentoltotal ~ 979, and 1984. Questionnaire administration 
!:l~ olfaclll!}! ceeael!}! used 

Federal confinement 61.6% Census unIverse Questionnaires were mailed to facility 

State cc."finemenl 77.9% 
respondents at the end of June 1990. 

State community-based 66.4% The facility universe was developed from Second and third request forms and 
the Census of State Adult Correctional telephone followups went out In the fall, 

Many factors playa role In these utlllzatlon Facilities conducted In 1984. This list was resulti;"lg in a final response rate of 100%. 
figures. Inmates may refuse to participate revised using the 1990 American 
or may have already completed the pro- Correctional AssocIation Directory and DefinItions of community-based and 
gram. Inmetes may not qualify - too new Information obtained from State correc- confinement facilities 
to the Institution, not near enough to the tional administrators and the Federal 
end of their sentence, rule breakers, under Bureau of Prisons. Correctional facilities were classified as 
administrative segregation, or In the wrong community-based If 50% or more of the 
custody leval. Facilities also may keep The census Included: prisons; prison residents were regularly permitted to leave 
some slots open to gain flexibility farms; reception, diagnostic and the facility unaccompanied for work or 
to deal with unexpllcted situations. classl.flcatlon centers; road camps; forestry study. These faclllties Included halfway 

and conservation camps; YOUi.hful offender houses, restitution centers, and pre-
Prisons offered a variety of programs facllities (except In California); vocational release, work release, and study release 

training facilities; correctional drug and centers. Correctional facilities In whlc:h 
Prisons may offer many types of drug alcohol treatment facilities; and State- less than 50% of the Inmates regularly 
Intorventlon or treatment: detoxification, operated local detention facilities In Alaska, left the facility unaccompanied were 
counseling, education and/or awareness Connecticut, Delaware, HawaII, Rhode classified as confinement Institutions. 
programs, urine surveillance, and treat- Island, and Vermont. • mant In special residential units wlthln the Drug addendum 
facility. Federal facilities reported they Facllltl6s were Included In the census 
could test 33% of Inmates for drugs; State If they: An addendum on drug control activities 
confinement facilities, 10%; and In State and Federal facilities was Included 
community-based facilities, 57% (table 18). • were staffed with State or Federal for the first time in the 1990 census. Facll-
Counseling was available for 14% of 1\1- employees Itles wel'e asked to provide Information on 
mates In Federal facilities, 12% in State 

• housed primarily State or Federal 
the following: 

confinement facilities, and 48% In 
community-based facilities. Residential prisoners • activities they used with Inmates, visitors, 
treatment program capacity was from 1 % • were physically, functionally, and and staff to keep out Illegal drugs and drug 
to 2% of Inmate population for all types administratively separate from other paraphernalia 
of institutions. facilities • Inmate drug testing practices, Including 

Of all Faderallnmates, 9% were enrolled • were operational on the reference date, the criteria for testing Inmates, the rlumber 

In some form of drug treatment on June June 29, 1990. of Inmates tested In total and by specific 

29, 1990. Among State prisoners, 14% drug, and the number positive 

In confinement facilities and 37% In The census also Included, for the first time, • staff drug testing, Including groups and 
community-based facilities were enrolled. 67 private facilities that were under exclu- basis for testing, number tested, and 
The two most common types of programs sive contract by State governments to procedures when tests were positive 
for both Federal and State correctional house prisoners. 

1acilltles were education and counseling. 
• capacity and enrollment In various types 

Specifically excluded were - of drug treatment and Intervention 

Drug education programs enrolled 13% 
programs. 

• privately operated facilities that were not of Federal prisoners, 7% of State conflne-
exclusively for State or Federal inmates Estimat/on procedures 

ment inmates, and 25% of residents In 
community-based facilities. Six percent • military facilities When all prisons In the census did not 
of those In Federal facilities were being • Immigration and Naturalization Service provide data on particular variables, 
counseled, as were 9% of State conflne- facilities estimated figures were used where --ment facility Inmates and 32% of those 
Iii wmmunlty-based facilities. 
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Indicated. Total figures were estimated by 
multiplying the known or reported numbers 

• 
bY the ratio of the total relevant population 
to the reported population. All figures were 
estimated Independently and total esti­
mates were therefore larger than the sum 

• 

of all subgroup estimates. The total 
population figure used In the projections 
varied, depending upon which figure was 
most appropriate. The two available 
population figures are the average dally 
population and the prison count on the 
reference day for the census, June 29, 
1990. For drug testing, table 8, the basis 
for estimation was the average dally popu­
lation, and for drug treatment capacity and 
enrollment, the basis was the 1-day count. 

Because the census was a complete 
enumeration, the results were not subject 
to sampling error. 

Public use data tapes for each Census of 
Adult Correctional Facilities In the series, 
conducted in 1974, 1979, 1984, and 1990, 
are available from the National Criminal 
Justice Archive, P.O. Box 1248, Ann 
Arbor, M148106. 1-800-999-0960 . 

Carallne Wolf Harlow wrote this report 
under the supervision of Allen J. Beck . 
Corrections statistics are prepared 
under the general direction of Lawrence 
A. Greenfeld. Tom Hester edited this 
report, and Jam(ls Stephan, Danlelle 
Morton, and Dorothea Proctor provided 
statistical review. Marilyn Marbrook 
administered production, assisted by 
Betty Sherm:an and Jayne Pugh. 

July 1992, NCJ-134724 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics Is a 
component of the Office of Justice 
Programs, which also Includes the 
National Institute of Justice, the Bureau 
of Justice Assistance, the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, and the Office for 
Victims of Crime. 

'1:1: u.s. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 199Z-.J 1 2 -3 1 8 16 0 0 1 5 

13 



. . . 

.. Nowav'allabl:e .p.tim·ic oflche~· ,:.: 

For librarians and researchers, 20 years of criminal justice 
statistics in complete, convenient form - free bibliographies 
have sUbject-title index and abstract for each title 

Publications of the Bureau 
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Order form 
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Justice Statistics Clearinghouse, 
National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service, Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850. 
For drugs and crime data, call the Drugs 
& Crime Data Center & Clearinghouse, 
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Public-use tapes of BJS data sets 
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1990 (final), NCJ-134126. 2/92 
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