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FEDERAL SENIOR EXECUTIVES TAKE BALANCED VIEW

ON DRUG TESTING OF FEDERAL WORKERS

While the Executive Branch is poised to begin a major drug awareness
program in 1987 and to implement drug testing of Federal employees
pursuant to agency plans authorized by a presidential order, a

large majority (68%) of senior Federal executives have important
concerns about drug testing of government workers. An even greater
number (81%), however, also accept the need for at least limited
testing, particularly in positions related to health, public safety,
or national security, or in situations in which there is probable

cause to suspect drug abuse.

The Senior Executives Association (SEA), the professional
organization for high-level career Federal executives, announced
today the recently compiled results of its survey of its members
about drug testing for Federal workers under Executive Order 12564.
"Nearly half of our members responded within two weeks," said
President Carol Bonosaro,"an unusually large and quick response for
a survey of this kind."

(cont'd)



"Our members represent all Federal agencies and the full range

of executive occupations. Most important, they are responsible for
supervising the Federal civil servants covered by the Executive
Order, as they themselves are covered. Consequently, we believe that
the survey results are a fair representation of the views of Federal
executives and must be given serious considerétion as the Executive

Order is implemented."

An examination of summaries of the individual answers reveals that

a large majority (74%) of the executives would participate in a
mandatory testing program, though many (24%) would do so under
protest. A nearly equal number (68%), however, have strong concerns
about whether the tests are accurate enough to be relied on, would
violate privacy and confidentiality, might be an inappropriate or
ineffective use of Federal resources, or are an affront to the
personal dignity of the innocent majority of civil servants. The
results also show that a minority of executives (32%) would be

willing to participate in a purely voluntary program.

"In view of these concerns," Bonosaro commented, "“the Senior
Executives Association plans to monitor closely the implementation

of the Executive Order."

The Senior Executives Association, a professional association
representing career executives (Senior Executives, super-grade
employees, and their equivalents) in the Federal government, was
founded in 1980 with the objectives of: improving the efficiency,
effectiveness and productivity of the Federal government; advancing
the professionalism of career executives; advocating the interests
of career Federal executives; and enhancing public recognition of
the contributions of Federal career executives.

-30-
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QUESTIORNAIRE

As you know, Executive Order 12564 provides for both voluntary
and mendatory drug teating programs to be estadblished in each
agency. MNandatory testing msay be undertaken when there is a
reasonable suspicion of i1llegal drug use, as part of
rebabilitation for 1llegal drug use, in an investigation of an
accident or unsafe practice, in oconnegtion with application for
Tederal employmsent, and for employees in sensitive positions.
The extent to whioch employees in sensitive positions are tested
and the oriteria for testing will be determined on an agency-by-
agency basis, taking into aocount the agency's aission,
esployees®' duties, and potential danger to public health and
safety or national security.

In order to ensure that the views of senior career executives
and super-grades are considered in the estadlishaent of such
prograss, and to fully infora tbhe SEA Board of Directors as it
formsulates a detailed position on this issue, the Seaior
Executives Association is conducting this survey to odbtain the
opinion of its memders. Please respond, and help us to odtain
as full a reflection of executives' views as possible. Because
of the urgency of this issue, PLEASE RETURN TEIS QUESTIONNAIRE
IMMEDIATELY.

1. Do you delieve that )] senior oxoouiivoo and their
oquxvalonto should be subject to mandatory drug testing?
.L?ta (skip to ques. &) Z6%wo 2% o opinion 2 %

2. Do you object to all drug testiang of senior executives and
their equivalents, even if it i3 limited in some way?

Jﬂ!ci (skip to ques. &) 75 %meo 2 %
3. If you support limited testing, do you believe that senior
executives and their equivalents should de sudbjeot to
landatory drug testing JIF:
a. they bhold positions dc.t;a.tod as sensitive?

jf.&_h. m‘o S % mo opinion . g Z

b. their positions direotly affect:

National security 463% Yes 2%m0c J % wo opinion 7 Z
Public safety? 9% Yes 2UkMo S kMo opimion 70 72
Public bealth? w/ % Yes 4y %WNo G« 2. Vo opinion 737 .
Lav enforoement limited

to 6(o) personnel? 20%Tes Jo% Mo /4 %Mo epimion v7 Y

Lav enforeement
generally? 312 ves Y %Mo § %Mo epinton 2 7o

724/

FER

FSEZ
¢

¢ 2
JE2L
SEL



6. they have access to olassified inforsation?

7//_2’.!“ 7 % wo Y%Mo opinton
d. there is a reasonadle suspicion of 1llegal drug use?
%tes G %%mo /%Mo opinien

e. they supervise or direct employees required to uandergo
drug testing?

SY% tes F2%Mo 7 Z Mo opinion
f. wupon initial application for Federal esploysent?
26 % Yes GlZMWo Z2.ZM0 opiaton
4. Does your agency currently bave.a drug Cnuu no;un?

7_?Ltu YZZIO (skip to ques. 7)

S, Is your position curreantly subject to mandatory testing in
an existing progras?

2072 %es GZ%%0 (skip to ques. 7

6. On what basis is your position sudject to sandatory testing?

Check as sany as apply:

_Duuntod sensitive g{ ) _zéZp 6“6)
—lav enforoeaent, public safe
—ACCess to clagsified utornuoa.‘&mé
= Other _1_‘2._2;(5) 26 % 7‘7
(.”“rv"*‘.-c cem® .. L

- 7« If drug testing i1s deened mandatory for your position, will
you subait to suoch a test?

IRZ Yes, willingly ¥7Z.Yes, under protest 7% mo
/4.2 pon't know Q. Already tested under existing
prograa

8. If drug testing is deenmed voluntary for your position, will
you volumteer to undergo such testing?

327 ves ¢ 7% Wo
/5. Zopon't kaow OuAlready voluntesred under existing
progras

9. Do you have any objections to drug testing for Pederal
employees?

LG oo 2240 (skip te ques. 11)

Zo

O

¢ 7o

¢ 7%

127

sational uonrttym Q.Z‘f(m)
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10.

1.

12.

13.

1.

15.

If you odbJjeot to drug testing (either msandatory or /
voluntary), please ipdicate delow your reasons for

objecting. Indicate as many as apply, and prioritisze BARY
your reasons (1 being most important) .

i___Concern re: adequate confidentiality of procedures
‘ Invasion of privacy/violation of constitutional rxght.

¢ Inacouracy of testing ‘4¢;ézil/¢gz,1,

—Affront to personal dignity
‘ Inappropriate, ineffective use of Federal rcnoureo-

-0Other

(specify)
" Are you awvare of the meed for an individual, when

subaitting to a drug test, to reveal the names of
prescriptioa drugs whiockh he/she bas been taking?

<5 %Yes, previously avare ¢ Zuot priviouoly avare

During the past 12 moaths, have you taken any prescription
msedication?

65%Yes 20 % Mo & 7 Don't recall

Do you believe that the Association .iould file suit, or
Join a lav suit, to imvalidate mandatory testing of Federal

employees? 4
2% Yes 43 %uo /2 Z Wo opinien 3 % 928
“Would you make a financial oonirtbntton to such a suit?

397 Yes b4 mo /2 Zpon't kmow 3 % P25

Would you support a modest assessment ($25 or less) of each
msenber to support such a suit?

Y& support  4L20bJect /2%pon't knov &/ '7.2:'



The inforsation requested below is for purposes of deteraining
the characteristics of those responding to the questiomnaire.
The information will be tabulated in suasary foram and say be
oross-classified with responses to the above questions.

No data will be included im any final presentation of survey
results if it msight in any way make possible the identification
of individusls responding.

A. Current or last (if not currently eamployed ia the Federal
goverasent) pay levels

-£L % 388
2. % Super=-grade
2.7 Other equivalent executive pay systes

-2 GS-15 ‘
B. Esmploysment intu: ’

9/ Yo Currently employed in the Federal Goverament
2Z_%c Bmployed outside FPederal government (Skip to Coaments)
4 ‘% Pully retired (Skip to Comaments)

C. 1If currently esployed in the Pederal goveraseant, is your
position in the field of: -

/% Lav enforcement
/2% National security
“ ‘% Public safety
IL5% Pudblic health
«/£%% None of the above

"D. Is your position curreatly classified:

3& Special Sensitive

& Critical-Sensitive
/¢, 5% Woncritical-sensitive
4 % Sensitive Pursuaat to E.0. 10450
123 2¢_ Mot sensitive
21{% Don't know

E. Agenoy: -

i\
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BFES/FC+

:7H%~P-9- 19 - Y ey oy N bl ) (2
" : { A AJ R e A \ ‘
Y g2z CONCERNED ABOUT CONFIDENTIALITY /™Mo~ TN

T valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT A PRIDRITY (o] 318 46.7 46.7 46.7
TOP PRIORITY 1 48 7.1 7.1 S3. 9
BECOND PRIODRITY 2 49 7.3 7.3 é1.1
THIRD PRIORITY 3 76 11.3 11.3 72.4
FOURTH PRIORITY 4 ée 10.1 10.1 82.5
FIFTH PRIORITY S 55 . B.2 8.2 90.7
SIXTH PRIDRITY é 2 -3 3 90.9
9 é1 9.1 %.1 100,0
TOTAL 674 100.0 100,0
Valid Cases 674 Missing Cases o]
Q23 TESTS AN INVASION OF PRIVACY/RIGHTS
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT A PRIORITY o 193 28.6 28.6 28.6
TOP PRIORITY 1 247 36.6 36. 6 65.3
SECOND PRIORITY 2 &7 ?.9 9.9 78.2
THIRD PRIORITY 3 =0 7.4 7.4 82.6
FPURTH PRIDRITY 4 22 3.3 SeS BY.9
FIFTH PRIORITY S é 9 9 8.8
. 9 89 13.2 13.2 100.0
. .TOTAL ”' 674 100.0 100.0
Valid .Ceses &74 Missing Cases | 0
e24 INACCURACY OF TESTING .
‘ Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT A PRIDRITY . (o] 152 22.6 22.6 . 22.6

IQP FFRIOFRITY 1 13X 10.9 1 7 Am o



Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT A PRIORITY (o) 293 43.5 43.5 4.5
T0® PRIORITY 1 47 7.0 7.0 S0.4
SECOND PRIORITY - S56 8.3 8.3 S8.8
THIRD PRIORITY 3 b6 ®.8 9.8 é8.35
FOURTH PRIDRITY 4 &3 ?.3 Q.3 77.9

- FIFTH PRIORITY S 75 11.1 11.1 e%.0
SIXTH PRIORITY é 3 -4 .4 89.%
9 71 10.5 10.S 100.0
TOTAL 674  100.0  100.0
Valid Cases &74 Missing Cases o
Q27 OTHER CONCERNS
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Fercent Percent
NOT A PRIDRITY o) 576 - 85.5 85.5 8s.S
TOP PFRIORITY 1 16 2.4 2.4 87.8
SECOND PRIORITY 4 4 1.0 1.0 88.9
THIRD PRIORITY S 17 2.5 2:5 °1.4
FOURTH PRIORITY 4 10 1.5 1.5 92.9
FIFTH PRIORITY S é 9 .9 93.8
SIXTH PRIDRITY ) 20 T.0 3.0 96.7

9 22 3.3 3.3 100.0

YOTAL .- - 674  100.0  100.0

Valid Ceses &74 Missing Cases . O




CROSSTABULATION:
GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD MANDATORY DRUG TESTING BY
THOSE WHOSE POSITIONS ARE NOW SUBJECT TO TESTS

SHOULD BE| WITH FEW | UNDER SOME| RARELY | NEVER { Row
MANDATORY| EXCEPTIONS| CIRCUM- | | { Totals
! | STANCE | | | (percent)
| | ==| | z==z== | =ss=sssss===
NO 11 | 5 | 9 | 15 | 10 H 50
RESPONSE 35.5% | 15.6% | 30% H 44.1% | 55.6% | 34%
=m=== | ===========| H ==== | =s========= | ===========
YES 4 H 7 | 3 | 1 ! 2 H 17
12.9% | 21.9% H 10% H 2.9% | 11.1% | 12%
s===n= | ===========|===========| = { { ==
NO 16 | 19 H 18 H 18 { 6 { 17
51.6% | 59.4% H 60% H 52.9% | 33.3% | 53%
====== { ==szsz== | =e= { | {
OTHER H 1 H ! H { 1
! 3.1% ! H | | 3.1%
i ' 1 | | ====
TOTALS 31 | 32 | 30 H 34 { 18 | 145
(percent) 21.4 H 22.1 i 20.7 | 23.4 | 12.4 { 100%

TESTATT=GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD DRUG TESTING
SHOULD BE MANDATORY = Answered yes to question 1 on the survey

SHOULD BE MANDATORY:

WITH FEW EXCEPTIONS = Answered yes to 7 or more of the conditions
specified in question 3 on the survey

UNDER SOME CIRCUMSTANCE = Answered yes to 4 to 6 of the conditions
specified in question 3 on the survey

RARELY = Answered yes to 3 or less of the conditions specified in
question 3 on the survey.

NEVER = Answered yes to question 2 on the survey



CROSSTABULATION:
GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD MANDATORY DRUG TESTING BY
THOSE WHO WILL SUBMIT TO MANDATORY TESTS

SHOULD BE|WITH FEW |UNDER SOME |RARELY |NEVER {Row
MANDATORY | EXCEPTIONS |{CIRCUM- | | |Totals
! | STANCE ! ! | (percent)
Z=EEzss= H | ==========| {
NO 9 H 6 | 8 | 13 | 4 | 40
RESPONSE 4.9% | 2.9% | 4.2% H 7.8% | 2.2% ! 4.3%
= | { === | ===s======|== |====
YES 169 ! 156 | 11 | 35 | 29 H 466
WILLINGLY 12.9% | 21.9% | 10% { 2.9% | 11.1% | 50.4%
=m | i ! { ==|
YES, 1 | 23 ! 58 { 67 H 76 | 225
PROTEST 5% | 11.3% i 30.4% { 40.1% | 428 | 24.3%
==z====ss=zssSss=ss=sss | s=sss=s=s=s= | | | {====
NO | 2 H 11 ! 15 | 33 | 61
' 1% ! 5.8% | 9% | 18.2% | 6.6%

==EZ====TSTS=S=IZESsSs | ss=s==sssss | ss=so==s=s== | ==s===ss== | s========= | ===========
DON'T 3 1 16 | 37 4 36 | 39 | 131
KNOW 1.68 | 7.8% | 10% | 2.9% | 11.18 | 14.2%
======zz=zs=ssszssssss= | sssss=sssex | H | ==========|z==========
ALREADY { 1 { ! 1 | i 2
TESTED | 5% | | .6 | ! .25
EZITTCTT=TZSTSS=D=LU225 | s==s==mmscx | ssss=sszzss= | sssssss=sss | s=ssssssss | msss=s=ss==s
TOTALS 182 H 204 | 191 H 167 | 181 ! 925
(percent) 19.7 | 22.1 | 20.6 ! 18.1 ' 19.6 H 100%

TESTATT=GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD DRUG TESTING
SHOULD BE MANDATORY = Answered yes to question 1 on the survey

SHOULD BE MANDATORY:

WITH FEW EXCEPTIONS = Answered yes to 7 or more of the conditions
specified in question 3 on the survey

UNDER SOME CIRCUMSTANCE = Answered yes to 4 to 6 of the conditions
specified in question 3 on the survey

RARELY = Answered yes to 3 or less of the conditions specified in
question 3 on the survey

NEVER = Answered yes to question 2 on the survey



CROSSTABULATION:
GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD MANDATORY DRUG TESTING BY
THOSE WHO WILL SUBMIT TO VOLUNTARY TESTS

SHOULD BE| WITH FEW | UNDER SOME{ RARELY { NEVER ! Row
MANDATORY! EXCEPTIONS| CIRCUM- ; | | Totals
| | STANCE ! ! | (percent)
| | =====zsss== | ==zc====ax| H =
NO 8 | 6 | 8 | 13 ! 5 ' 40
RESPONSE 4.4% | 2.9% | 4.2% { 7.8% | 2.8% | 4.3%
EECzEasEsECETESEs ! === | == s=========| == | ===========
YES 149 | 88 ! 37 ! 14 | 10 { 298
12.9% | 43.1% o 19.4% | 8.4% | 5.5% | 32.2%
== e ! |
NO 13 ! 66 ! 101 ! 117 | 144 H 441
7.1% | 32.4% i 52.9% | 70.18 | 79.6% | 47.7%
==z=mzscsssssssssoo== | s==s=ss==s== | sss=sess=so= | s==s=s====x | | ==
DON'T 11 ! 43 | 44 | 22 | 21 | 141
KNOW 6% | 21.1% | 23% H 13.2% | 11.6% | 15.2%
=E=zss==ss=ss=sss=sss==s== | sx=ssssssss | s=ssssszescs | szssssszss | s==s====== | ===========
ALREADY | | 1 | 1 ! 1 | ! 4
TESTED .5 ! .5% | .5 ! .6 | H -4%
== =|= ===s=== | sss=sszs===|s { |=====
OTHER ! ! | | 1 | 1
l | ! ! .6 | .1%
Ezz=zzcz=s=sszosssssss | s=s=s=sss=s | s=s=s==czsox | szssss==== | ss======== | ===========
TOTALS 182 ! 204 H 191 { 167 i 181 | 925
(percent) 19.7 H 22.1 i 20.6 ! 18.1 | 19.6 ! 100%

TESTATT=GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD DRUG TESTING
SHOULD BE MANDATORY = Answered yes to question 1 on the survey

SHOULD BE MANDATORY:

WITH FEW EXCEPTIONS = Answered yes to 7 or more of the conditions
specified in question 3 on the survey

UNDER SOME CIRCUMSTANCE = Answered yes to 4 to 6 of the conditions
specified in question 3 on the survey

RARELY = Answered yes to 3 or less of the conditions specified in
question 3 on the survey

NEVER = Answered yes to question 2 on the survey



CROSSTABULATION:
GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD MANDATORY DRUG TESTING BY
THOSE WHO THINK THE ASSOCIATION SHOULD FILE SUIT

SHOULD BE! WITH FEW | UNDER SOME| RARELY | NEVER ! Row
MANDATORY| EXCEPTIONS| CIRCUM- | ! | Totals
i | STANCE H ! | (percent)
=== EmEs== ====== | =========== | s=s======== | s========= | s========= | ===========
NO 4 5 1 s i 14 | 31 3
RESPONSE 2.2¢ 1 2.5% | 2.6 | 8.4% ! 178 | 3.4%
=|mmmss= ! ! ! |=mmmm—
YES 4 | 33 1 64 | 86 | 123 | 310
2.2% | 16.2% | 33.5% | 51.5% | 68% | 33.5%
= == ! : ==x| -
NO 168 ! 135 | 63 ! 30 i 27 | 423
92.3% | 66.28 | 33% i 18% | 14.9% | 45.7%
EEEESSS=ETSSSSSSSESs=Es | szs==sss==== | ======= | === | |
DON'T 6 | 31 | 59 i 37 | 28 | 161
KNOW 3.3% | 15.2% | 30.9% i 22.2% | 15.5% | 17.4%
SEEEEEzZEEESssSs=s | = | ======s====|== | | ==========
TOTALS 182 | 204 | 191 | 167 | 181 | 925
(percent)  19.7 | 22.1 | 20.6 | 18.1 | 19.6 |  100%

TESTATT=GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD DRUG TESTING
SHOULD BE MANDATORY = Answered yes to question 1 on the survey

SHOULD BE MANDATORY:
WITH FEW EXCEPTIONS = Answered yes to 7 or more of the conditions
specified in question 3 on the survey
UNDER SOME CIRCUMSTANCE = Answered yes to 4 to 6 of the conditions
specified in question 3 on the survey
RARELY = Answered yes to 3 or less of the conditions specified in
question 3 on the survey
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Executive Summary

As the litigation develops at the appellate level, there are
growing indications that the Courts of Appeals will not be as
hostile to various kinds of drug testing as several District
Courts have been in recent opinions. In McDonell v. Hunter, the .
Eighth Circuit has essentially reversed one of the leading
district court decisions holding random testing of public
employees - in that case prison guards - to violate the Fourth
Amendment. The Court noted that urinalysis was not as intrusive
as a blood test, and, acknowledging the legitimate interest in
prison security and the diminished expectation of privacy of
prison employees, held that random testing of prison guards was a
reasonable search. (A copy of the opinion is attached.)

Similarly, in NTEU v. Von Raab, the Fifth Circuit granted
our motion for an expedited appeal and set oral argument for
February 3. A stay panel of the Court took our motion for a stay
pending appeal under advisement, and on January 14, ultimately
denied the motion, but invited the merits panel to reconsider the
matter. The per curiam opinion of the stay panel noted that “the
Customs Service has presented a substantial case on the merits,”
and agreed with our characterization of the ”“unsettled state of
the law.” As the argument on the merits was only three weeks
away, the panel felt that denying a stay for that period was not
an undue hardship on Customs. One member of the panel, Judge
Higginbotham, specially concurring, discussed the merits and
raised serious questions about the correctness of the district
court’s holding. (A copy of the opinion is attached.)

Finally, the serious consequences of drug use to the public
welfare was sadly suggested in the investigation of the fatal
train wreck near Baltimore on January 4. Both the engineer and
the brakeman of the Conrail locomotive that ran a stop signal
tested positive for cannaboids in their urine. This testing was
undertaken pursuant to FRA regulations that are presently being



defended by the Civil Division in the Ninth Circuit. We
initially prevailed in the District Court, which refused to enter
a stay pending appeal. The Ninth Circuit entered a stay, and the
Supreme Court reversed, allowing continued testing under the
regulations while the case on the merits proceeds. NTSB
investigators had re-enacted the catastrophe earlier, and were
able to stop a locomotive before collision by throwing on the
emergency brakes at the same point the brakeman said he took that
action before the crash. At this time, however, NTSB has not yet
officially concluded that the crash was caused by drug-induced
human error.

HIGHLIGHTS
d a - i o . Page
° Fifth Circuit denies stay pending appeal

for order enjoining Customs Service testing
program 1

° Oral argument scheduled for February 24th

before D.C. Circuit in NFFE v. Wienberger 2
New Decisions
o Eighth Circuit upholds random testing

of prison guards 2

o Eighth Circuit upholds random testing ‘
of state prisoners 3

o Merit Systems Protection Board upholds
discipline of prison guards for
off-duty drug use 3
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PENDING CASES - Federal Participation

o National Treasury Employees Union v. Von Raab, No. 86-3552
(E.D. La.), appeal pending, No. 86-3833 (S5th Cir.)

o National Treasury Employees Union v. Reagan, No. 86-4058
(E.D. La.)

On January 14, 1986, a panel of the Fifth Circuit denied the
Custom Service’s request for a stay pending appeal of District
Judge Collins’ order enjoining Customs’ drug testing program. In
a per curiam decision, the panel found that,' although ”the
Customs Service has presented a substantial case on the merits,”
little purpose would now be served by granting a stay since the
appeal was being expedited and argument would be heard in less
than three weeks on February 3, 1986. The ruling was without
prejudice to ”full reconsideration” by the members of the
different panel that would hear the merits of the appeal.

One member of the panel, Judge Higginbotham, specially
concurred, pointedly noting that “the basis for the district
court’s ruling is, at best, problematic.” Judge Higginbotham
questioned the existence of a privacy interest in unobserved
urination, adding that ”[t]here is a substantial question whether
requiring the samples as a condition of hire for the three job
categories is a search or seizure at all.” He further pointed

out that: ‘

If the government has the right to insist
upon proof that its policemen of drug dealers
not be drug users, and surely it does, the
reasonableness of any invasion of right and
the correlative reasonableness of the
expectation of privacy is a function of the
relevance of the job requirement to the job
to be done. Certainly it is permissible,
even essential, that persons selected for
these jobs not be users of illegal drugs.

The decision by the executive branch that
this testing is necessary is entitled to some
deference and I find no record basis here for
a substitution of judicial judgment.

The judge went on to state that the district court’s Fifth
Amendment ruling on self-incrimination was ”in error,” as was the
court’s ruling that the testing violated the Fifth Amendment
because of alleged unreliability.



At the district court, on the same day as the Fifth
Circuit’s ruling, District Judge Collins found that there was no
basis for a finding of contempt against the Customs Service in
complying with his injunction enjoining the drug screening
program.

In the Executive Order case, we have served discovery
requests upon the plaintiffs and our answers to plaintiffs’
discovery requests will be filed in the near future. 1In
addition, on January 6, 1987, we withdrew our motion to dismiss
the action for lack of ripeness with respect to any pure issues
of law raised by a facial challenge to the Executive Order. With
the substantial passage of time since the filing of the complaint
and the likelihood that one or more agencies will finalize
programs to implement the Executive Order in the near future, the
ripeness argument was withdrawn but only as to issues that can be
framed without the need to refer to a specific agency program.

* * *

o National Federation of Federal Employees v. Weinberger, 640
F. Supp. 642 (D.D.C.), appeal pending, No. 86-5432 (D.C. Cir.)

Briefing of the appeal has now been concluded and argument
is scheduled for February 24, 1987. Should the D.C. Circuit
disagree with the district court on the jurisdictional issue, the
court may reach the merits of Fourth Amendment challenge to the
Army’s civilian testing program which has been briefed by the

parties.

NEW DECISIONS

© McDonell v. Hunter, Appeal No. 85-1919 (8th Cir. Jan. 12,
1987)

The Eighth Circuit has reversed one of the leading district
court decisions holding random drug testing of public employees
such as prison guards to violate the Fourth Amendment. Although
the court of appeals held that drug testing was subject to the
Fourth Amendment, the court found that ”[o]fficials have a
legitimate interest in assuring that the activities of those
employees who come into daily contact with inmates are not
inhibited by drugs or alcohol and are fully capable of performing
their duties.” The court then found that ”“the only way” this
interest can be protected ”in a satisfactory manner is to permit
limited uniform and random testing” which is ”the least
intrusive” method available to assure a drug-free workplace. The
court added that such testing should be conducted pursuant to



certain guidelines, including that the testing be unobserved,
which are consistent with the requirements of the Executive
Order.

* * *

o Richard Spence v. Hal Farrier, Appeal No. 85-1902 (8th Cir.
Dec. 24, 1986)

The Eighth Circuit affirmed a lower court judgment upholding
random drug testing of state prisoners. The court of appeals
found that random testing did not offend a prisoner’s limited
expectation of privacy, particularly as ”unauthorized use of
narcotics is a problem that plagues virtually every penal and
detention center in the country.” The court also rejected a due
process challenge to the state’s use of EMIT for both initial and
confirmatory testing noting that ”the margin of error [for EMIT]
is insignificant in light of institutional goals.”

* * *

o William B. Kruger v. Department of Justice, Dkt. Nos.
7528510621, 7528510648-49 (Merit System Protection Board Jan. 8.

1987)

On January 8, 1986, the Merit System Protection Board held
that the job-relatedness requirement of ”“nexus” under the Civil
Service Reform Act allowed disciplinary action to be taken
against three Bureau of Prisons guards for off-duty drug use.

The Board distinguished an earlier decision, Merritt v.

, 6 M.S.P.R.585 (1981), on the ground that
the drugs had been used in public, and overruled Merritt'’s
limitation that discipline was authorized only when there was ”an
actual impairment in service efficiency.” The MSPB held that
illegal drug use for such law enforcement officers was
incompatible with the employee’s duties, the agency’s mission and
would impair public confidence in the agency. In so ruling, the
Board modified the proposed sanction of removal to a 60 day
suspension in light of the provisons of Executive Order 12564 and
recent legislation encouraging rehabilitation of federal
employees who use illegal drugs.
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United States Court of Appeals

FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT

No. 85-1919
Alan P, McDonell, M. Lee *
Cu:rané and Sally Phipps, *
Individually and on behalf of *
all others similarly situated, :
Appellees, :
v. *  Appeal from the United States
* District Court for the Southern
Susan Hunter; Jean Bebek; * District of Iowa.
Russell Behrends and Harold *
Farrier, o
*
L ]

Appellants,

Submitted: PFebruary 12, 1986
Piled: January 12, 1987

Before LAY, Chief Judge, ROSS and WOLLMAN, Circuit Judges.

ROSS, Circuit Judge.

This is a class action challenging the constitutionality of
an Iowa Department of Corrections policy under 42 U.8.C. §
1983, This policy subjects the correctional institution
employees to searches of their vehicles and of their persons,
including urine, blood, or breath testing, upon the request of
Department officials. The named plaintiffs are Alan McDonell,
Lee Curran, and Sally Phipps. The certified class consists of
all individuals employed by the Iowa Departmént of Corrections at
its wvarious institutions who are covered by the Department's
search policy. '
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The district eourtl enjoined Department of Corrections
officials and their agents from enforcing this search policy
except in certain 1limited circumstances, unless the search is
based upon' a reasonable suspicion. We affirm the district
court's order as herein modified,

I. Facts

Plaintiff McDonell was employed as a correctional officer
first at the Men's Reformatory at Anamosa (Anamosa) and later at
another correctional institution. Plaintiffs Curran and Phipps,
at all times material to this action, were employed at the Iowa
Correctiocnal Institution for Women at Mitchellville

(Mitchellville).

Defendant Hunter is the Buperintendent and chief executive
officer of Mitchellville. Defendant Sebek is the Security
Director of Mitchellville, and is <responsible for the
implementation and@ enforcement of the Department's policy.
Defendant Behrends is the Acting Deputy Warden of Anamosa, and is
responsible for the implementation of the Department's policy.2
Defendant Farrier is Director and chief administrative officer of
the Iowa Department of Corrections, and is responsible for the

.supervision and operations of Anamosa, Mitchellville, and other

correctional institutions,

¥When McDonell was employed at Anamosa in 1979, he signed a
consent to search .forn.3 In January 1984 the supervisory

Iwhe Honorable Harcld D. Vietor, United States District
Judge for the Southern District of Iowa.

2me policy in effect at the time of the district court's
order is attached as Appendix A, The revised policy is attached

as Appendix B,

3A copy of this form is attached to this opinion as Appendix
c. ‘

S
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personnel at Anamosa requested McDonell to undergo urinalysis
because he had been seen with individuals who were being
investigated for possible drug-related activities. McDonell
refused and as a result his employment was terminated. lhcztly
thereafter he was reinstated with loss of ten days' pay end was
transferred to another institution.

In August of 1983, employees at Mitchellville were presented
a search consent forn? to sign. Plaintiffs Curran and Phipps
refused to sign. While there was disputed evidence that these
employees were told that if .they d4id not sign, they would not
receive their paychecks, they did in fact receive paychecks and
they have not been discharged or disciplined for refusing to

sign.

Plaintiffs sought declaratory and injunctive relief on
behalf of themselves and the classs they represented, claiming
the policys violates the fourth amendment to the United States
Constitution and plaintiffs’' constitutional right to privacy.

A preliminary injunction was issued in PFebruary 1984. On
appeal it was affirmed. McDonell v, Hunter, 746 F.2d4 785, 787
(8th Cir. 1984), In July 1985, the district court issued its
final order. The district court held that searches of
correctional employees, including urinalyses, and of their

4 copy of this form is attached to this opinion as Appendix
P.

s'l'ho district court found that there were approximately 1750
correctional institution employees of the Department who are
within the certified class.

€The daistrict court noted that, although the Department's
policy as written did not expressly mention submission of blood,
urine and breath samples, there was no dispute that the policy
was considered to include submission of such samples. The
revised version of the Department’'s policy does mention
urinalysis and blood tests.
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vehicles may be made only on the basis of reasonable suspicion,

with certain specified axccptiono.7 The district court found
that the policy challenged here was designed to serve security
requirements at the state's correctional facilities, but that the
employees had legitimate, although diminished, expectations of

privacy while in the correctional institution. The court
balanced the state's interest in security against the

infringement upon the individual employee's right to privacy and
determined that reasonable suspicion, rather than probable cause,

was the appropriate standard for conducting strip searches and
urinalyses of employees. The district court order allows vehicle
searches within the confines of the institution to be conducted
randomly or by systematic random selection. Searches of

employees' vehicles within the institution's confines, other than
uniformly or by systematic random selection were permitted only
on the basis of a reascnable suspicion.

II. Bearches

The fourth amendment to the United States Constitution
provides that:

[tJhe right of the people to be secure in their
persons, houses, papers, and effects, against
unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be
violated, and no Warrants shall issue, Dbut upon
probable cause, supported by Oath or affirmation, and
particularly describing the place to be searched, and
the persons or things to be geized.

The basic purpose of the fourth amendment, which is enforceable
against the states through the fourteenth amendment, New Jersay

v. T.L.0., 469 U.8. 325, 334 (1985), is "to safeguard the privacy
and security of individuals against arbitrary 4invasions by
governmental officials," Camara v. Municipal Court, 387 U.S5. 523,

Trme text of the Aistrict court's order entered July 9,
1985, is included as Appendix E to this opinion. '
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s28 (1967). The fourth amendment imposes a “standard of
‘reascnableness’' upon the exercise of discretion by government
officials.” Delaware V. Prouse, 440 U.S. 648, 653-54 (1979).
"The test .of reasonableness under the Fourth Amendment is mnot
'uptblc of precise definition or mechanical application. In each
case it requires a balancing of the need for the particular
search against the invasion of personal rights that the search
entails.” Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U.S8. 520, 559 (1979). 8See also
Illinois v. Lafayette, 462 U.S. 640, 644 (1983); Delaware v.
Prouse, supra, 440 U.S. at 654.

A. B8trip Body Ssarches

Defendants argue that to maintain security and intercept
contraband it is necessary that they be allowed to request strip
searches of corrections officers based on mere suspicion.
Defendants also argue that plaintiffs have no reasonable
expectations of privacy within the institutions in light of their
signing consent forms.

Correctional institutions are unique places “fraught with
serious security dangers.” Bell v. Wolfish, supra, 441 U.8. at
559, Within the walls of the correctional institution, "a
central objective of prison administrators is to safeguard
institutional security.” Hunter v. Auger, 672 F.2d 668, 674 (8th
Cir. 1982). To achieve this goal prison administrators have the
Tesponsibility "to intercept and exclude by all reasonable means
all contraband smuggled into the facility." 14.

In analyzing the intrusion on the individual's fourth
amendment interests, there must be a legitimate expectation of
privacy. To determine if an individual's expectation of privacy
is legitimate, there must be both an actual subjective
expectation and, even more importantly, Hudson v. Palmer, 468
U.S. 517, 525 n.7 (1984), that expectation must be one which
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society will accept as reasonable.® Katz v. United States, 389
v.S. 347, 361 (1967) (Harlan, J., concurring).

While correction officers retain certain expectations of
privacy, it is clear that, based upon their place of employment,
their subjective expectations of privacy are diminished while
they are within the confines of the prison. Security & Law
Enforcement Employees, District Council 82 v. Carey, 737 P.2d
187, 202 (24 cir. 1984). We believe that society is prepared to
accept this expectation of privacy as reasonable although
diminished "in 1light of the difficult burdens of maintaining
safety, order and security that our society imposes on those who
staff our prisons.® 1d.

The Supreme Court has held that wa:rnntl'eu searches "are
per se unreasonable under the Fourth Amendment--subject only to a
few specifically established and well-delineated exceptions.”
Katz, supra, 389 U.S. at 357. Exceptions have been made “"where a
legitimate governmental purpose makes the intrusion into privacy
reasonable.” Carey, supra, 737 F.2d at 203. '

Ix;x light of the 1legitimate governmental {nterest in
maintaining security at correctional institutions, it is our
view, as it is that of the Second Circuit, that a reasonable
suspicion standard should be adopted for strip searches of
correction officers while working in correctional facilities.

Ja. at 204. As this court stated in Hunter v. Auger, supra,

“[wle believe that this standard is flexible enough to afford the
full measure of fourth amendment protection without posing an
insuperable barrier to the exercise of all search and seizure
powers.” Hunter v. Auger, supra, 672 F.2d at €74. |

-

81n describing eonntitutio.nally protected privacy interests,
the Supreme Court uses the words "“reasonable” and "legitimate”

" intezchangeably. California v. Ciraolo, v.8. ’ s 106
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'I A reasonable suspicion standard has been upheld as the
appropriate standard for conducting body searches of {1) prison
visitors: Thorne v. Jones, 765 F.2d 1270, 1277 (5th Cir. 1985),
cert. denied, ___ U.B. ___ , 106 5.Ct. 1199 (1986); Hunter v,
Auger, supra, 672 P.2d at 674; (2) persons at the country's
borders: United States v. Ogberaha, 771 F.2d 655, 658 (24 Cir.
1985), cert. denied, U.S. ___, 106 5.Ct. 887 (1986); United
States v. Asbury, 586 F.2d 973, 975-76 (24 Cir. 1978); United
States v. Afanador, 567 F.28 1325, 1328 (5th cCir. 1978); (3)
arrestees: Jones v. Edwards, 770 P.2d 739, 741 (8th Cir. 1985)
(strip search conducted following arrest for animal leash law
violation); Giles v, Ackerman, 746 F.2d 614, 615 (9th Cir. 1984),
cert. denied, U.S. ___, 105 B.Ct, 2114 (1985) (strip search
of one arrested for minor traffic offenses): Mary Beth G. v. City
of Chicago, 723 F.2d 1263, 1273 (7th Cir. 1983) (strip search of

 women arrested for misdemeanor offenses, done while waomen were
awaiting arrival of bail money): and (4) prison guards: Security
& Law Enforcement Employees, District Council 82 v, Carey, supra,
737 F.28 at 203-04; accord Armstrong Vv. New York State
Commissioner of Correctiont, 545 F.Supp. 728, 731 (N.D.N.Y. 1982)
(requiring "articulable facts" supporting belief that employee
was concoal'ing contraband on his person; cf. Gettleman v. Werner,
377 F.Supp. 445, 452 (W.D. Pa. 1974) (reasocnable suspicion found, -
but a federal court should “"be reluctant to intervene" in prison
administration matters).

The reasonable suspicion standard requizes officials to base
strip searches on specific objective facts and rational
inferences they are entitled to draw from those facts in light of
their experience. It requires individualized suspicien
specifically directed to the person who is targeted for the strip
search, Hunter v. Auger, supra, 672 F.2d at 674-75. Without
reasonable, articulable grounds to suspect an individual employee
of secreting contraband on hiu. person, a strip search of that

§.Ct. 1809, 1816 n.4 (1986),

-7-
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employee is unreasonable under the fourth amendment., We thus
affirm the district court's order regarding strip searches o£
correctional facility employees.

B. 'ummy-u

Urinalysis has been determined to be a search and seizure
within the meaning of the fourth amendment. Capua v, City of
Plainfield, No. 86-2992, slip op. at 7-8 (D. N.J. Sept. 18,
1986); Jones v. McKenzie, 628 F.Supp. 1500, 1508-09 (D. D.C.
1986); Allen v. City of Marietta, 601 F.Supp. 482, 488-89 (N.D.
Ga, 1985); Storms v. Coughlin, 600 P.Supp. 1214, 1217 (S8.D.N.Y.
1984); In re Patchogue-Medford Congress of Teachers v, Board of
Bducation, S05 N.Y.5.2d 888, 889 (N.Y. App. Div. 1986); City of
Palm Bay v. Bauman, 475 80.2d 1322, 1325-27 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App.
1985); cf. Everett v. Napper, 632 F.Supp. 1481, 1484 (N.D. Ga.
1986) (no search occurred and there was no fourth amendment
violation where employee refused to take urinalysis test). In
addition, the Third Circuit has implicitly held that the fourth
~amendment applies to urinalysis. Shoemaker v. Handel, 795 P.2d4
1136, 1142 (3d cir. 1986).

In Allen v. City of Marijetta, supra, and Capua, supra, the -
courts compared urine testing to the involuntary taking of a
blood sample. “Though urine, unlike blood, is routinely
discharged from the body so that no actual [physical) intrusion
is required for its collection,"” Dboth can be "analyzed in a
aedical laboratory to discover numerous physiological facts about
the person from whom it came.” Capua, supra, slip op. at 7. The
Supreme Court has held that the involuntary administration of a
,blood test “plainly involves” the fourth amendment, which
. provides that "'the tiqht .ot the people to be secure in their
persons * ¢ ¢ ghall not be violated.'* (Emphasis added).
Schmerber v. California, 384 uU,8, 757, 767 (1966) (quoting the
fourth amendment in part). We agree with those courts which have
held that urinalysis is a search and seizure within the meaning
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of the fourth amendment.

Maving determined that urinalysis is a search and saiszure,
‘we look to a balancing of "“the need to search against the
invasion which the search entails.” (Camara, supra, 387 U.S. at
$37. 1Iowa Department of Corrections officials assert a strong
need to see that prison guards are not working while under the
influence of drugs or alcohol. Officials argue that prison
security demands that thou! who have contact with inmates must be
alert at all times. They also urge that the use of drugs by a
correction officer is some positive indication that such officer
may bring drugs into the prison for the use of the inmate,

Urinalysis properly administered is not as intrusive as a
strip search or a blood test. While the prison officials have
the same legitimate interest in maintaining prison security
discussed supra, the infringement upon the privacy interest of
correctional institution enmployees, already diminished, 1is
lessened, Officials have a legitimate interest in assuring that
the activities of those employees who come into @&aily contact
with inmates are not inhibitdd_by drugs or alcohol and are fully
capable of performing their duties.

In Shoemaker v. Handel, supra, the Third Circuit upheld
random selection by lot for urine testing of jockeys as well as -
daily breathalyzer testing. The court said the state had a
"strong interest in assuring the public of the integrity of the
persons engaged in the horse racing industry.” Shoemaker v.
Handel, supra, 795 F.2d at 1142. In approving this
administrative search exception to the warrant requirement, the
court looked first to a str&ng state interest in conducting an
unannounced search and second, to a reduction in the justifiable
privacy expectation of the subject of the search. 1Id. Wa
bDelieve the state's interest in safeguarding the security of its
correctional institutions is at least as strong as its interest
in safeguarding the integrity of, and the public confidence in,




the horse racing industry. On Decenber 1, 1986, the BSuprene
Court denied certiorari in this case. U.S.L.W, .

Warrantlesa searches of government employees have been found
reasonable where the searches were directly relevant ¢to the
employes's performance of his duties and the governament's
po:fonanéo of its duties. Bee United States v. Blok, 188 P.24
1019, 1021 (D.C. Cir. 1951):; Allen v. City of Marietta, supra,
601 F.Supp. at 489-90, and cases cited therein. We agree with
the Allen court that urinalyses are not unreascnable when
conducted for the purpose of determining whether corrections
employees are using or abusing drugs wh‘ich would affect their
ability to safely perform their work within the prison, "a unique
place fraught with serious security dangers.” Bell v, Wolfish,
supra, 441 U.S. at 559, In our opinion the use of drugs by
employees who come into oontact with the inmates in medium or
' maximum security facilities on a regular day-to-day basis poses a
real threat to the security of the prison. The only way this can
be controlled in a satisfactory manner is to permit limited
uniform and random testing. - The least intrusive method of doing
so is through use of urinalyses. In our opinion it is also
logical to assume that employees who use the drugs, and who come
into regular contact with the prisoners, are more 1likely to
supply drugs to the inmates, although the trial court d4id not
agree with this observation,

Because the institutional interest in prison security is a
central one, because urinalyses are not nearly so intrusive as
body searches, Shoemaker v. Handel, 608 F.Supp. 1151, 1158 (D.C.
N.3. 1985), aff£'d, 795 FP.2d 1136 (34 Cir. 1986), and because this
limited intrusion into the guards' expectation of privacy is, we
believe, one which society will accept as reasonable, we modify
the district court's order and hold that urinalyses may be
performed uniformly or by systematic random selection of those
employees who have regular contact with the prisoners on a

day-to-day .basis in medium or maximum eecurity prisons.




Selection must not be arbitrary or discriminatory.

o U:inilycio testing within the institution’'s confines, other

. than uniformly or by seystematic random selection of those
employees so designated, may be made only on the basis of a .
reasonable ‘gsuspicion, based on specific objective facts and
reasonable inferences drawn from those facts {n 1light of
experience that the employee is then under the influence of drugs
or alcohol or that the employee has used a controlled substance
within the twenty-four hour period prior to the required test.
The demand for a urine, blood, or breath specimen should be made
only on the express authority of the highest officer present in
the institution, and the specific, objective facts should be
disclosed to the employee at the time the demand is made. Strict
guidelines should be established and followed to assure
confidentiality of the results of urinalysis testing. Whether
the testing is on the limited random basis approved above or on
the basis of reasonadble suspicion, the equipment and@ procedure to
be used must provide sufficient guarantees of trustworthiness to
peramit the authorities to accurately determine the presence or
absence of both drugs and alcohol in the urine. The equipment
and procedure to be used shall conform to those described and
approved by this court in Spence v. Parrier, No. 85-1902 (8th
Cir. December 24, 1986).

The trial court limited the right to test on reasonable
suspicion to those employees who are "then under the influence of
alcoholic beverages or controlled substances.” We do not agree
with this limitation ‘and hold that urinalyses testing should also
be permitted where there is a reasonable suspicion (as defined
herein) that controlled substances have been used within the
twenty-£four hour period prior to the required test.

There was evidence that employees may have been asked ¢to

strip before giving a urine specimen, and there was some evidence
subnitted as to the reason for this requirement but it was not

-ll-
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conclusive. We hold that the search policy should not require an
employee to strip in connection with giving a urine or blood
specimen. Other less intrusive measures can be taken to insure
the uud.ity of the specimen. We affirm the district court's
order as to urine, bDlood, or Dbreath gpecimens with the
modifications set forth above,

C. Vehicle Searches °

The motor vehicle parking lot for employees at Mitchellville
is within the area where inmates are confined. The parking lots
at other correctional facilities are on property ocutside the area
within which inmates are confined. Defendants argue that they
have a significant interest in assuring that inmates 4o not have

access to contraband hidden in vehicles.

The search of a vehicle is much less intrusive than a search
of one's person, Almeida-Sanchez v. United States, 413 U.S5, 266,
279 (1973) (Powell, J., concurring). Cases involving vehicle
searches have recogniged that an individual's expectation of
privacy in his vehicle is less than in other property. Onit'od?
States v. Chadwick, 433 U.8. 1, 12 (1977); United States v.

Michael, 645 F.2d 252, 257 (5th Cir.) (en banc), cert. denied,

454 U.S. 950 (1981). Likewise, any expectation of privacy as to

. packages or containers within a vehicle is diminished. See
United States v. Ross, 456 U.S, 798, 820 n,26 (1982), By the

same balancing of individual rights against the interests of the
correctional institution in maintaining security, we find that it
is not unreasonable to search vehicles that are parked within the
institution's confines where they are accessible to inmates.
Such searches may be conducted without cause but must be done ,
uniforaly or by systematic random selection of onpioyon whose
vehicles are to be searched. It also is not unreascnable to
search on a random basis, as described supra, employees' vehicles

. parked outside the institution's confines if it can be shown that
" inmates have unsupervised access to those vehicles. Any other

i !
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vehicle search may be made only on the basis of a reasonable
suspicion, based on specific objective facts and reasonable

inferences drawn from those facts in light of experience, that
the wvehicls to be searched contains contraband. We beliave this
is reascnable in light of Hudson v. Palmer, supra, in which the
Supreme Court granted prison officials “unfettered access” %0
prisoners' cells as places where inmates can conceal
contraband. Hudson v, Palmer, supra, 468 U.S. at 527. We affirm
_the district court's order as to vehicle searches with the above
modifications.

I,i!.f Consent Forms
if; Defendants argue that employees who signed consent forms
‘have, no legitimate expectation of privacy om correctional
institution property. | ’

1f a search is unreasonable, a government employsr cannot
require that its employees consent to that search as a condition
of employment. Pickering v. Board of Education, 391 U.S8. 563,
$68 (1968); Frost Trucking Co. v, Railroad Commission, 271 U.S.
$83, 593-94 (1926). Armstrong v. New York State Commissioner of
Corrections, supra, 3545 F.Supp. at 731. A legal search conducted
pursuant ¢to voluntary consent is not unreascnable and does not
viclate the fourth amendment. Consent must be given voluntarily
and without coercion determined from the totality of the
circumstances. Schneckloth v, Bustamonte, 412 U.8. 218, 227
(1973); United sStates v. Oyekan, 786 P.2d4 832, 838 (8th Cir.
1986). The district court here specifically made no £inding as
to the voluntariness of the signing of the consent forms. The
district court d4did hold that “[aldvance consent to future
unreasonable searches is not a reasonable condition of
Q’le.nt..' McDonell v. Hunter, 612 F.Supp. 1122, 1131 (8.D.
.Ia, 1985). We agree. The state may only use a consent form
which delineates the rights of the employees .consistent with the
views of this opinion and which does not require the waiver of

w] 3=
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any of those rights.

fhr the above reasons, the district oourt's order 1s
lf!itl.d as poditied.

LAY, Chief Judge, concurring in part and dissenting in part.

I would affirm the decision of the district court in full.

I concur with the majority to the extent that it upholds the
district court's application of the reasonable suspicion standard
to employees of the state prison system. I do so because the:
district court made factual £indings that justify application of
that standard to strip searches and to requiring some employees
to undergo urinalysis. However, to the extent that the majority

. wets aside  the factual findings of the district oourt,
_ substitutes assumptions which are not lupportod by the record,
and modifies the di-tri?t court's order, I respectfully dissent. '

. As the distt"ict' court recognized, the fourth amendment's
- warrant requirement was established by the founders because of
the colonists' bitter experiences with random searches conducted
by authorities who believed that the interests of the monarch
-were paramount to the rights of individual citizens. See
_ McDonell v, Hunter, 612 F. Bupp. 1122, 1130 (S.D. Zowa 1985),
. When individual citizens who work for the state are told that to
. remain employed they must subject themselves to urinalyses and to
" vehicle searches because of the state's asserted. cocn:iﬁy
interests, withoqut a demonstration of substantial faéts
underlying those nss‘rtlon; of need, that precious freedom to be
secure from unwarranted }aoaéchcn and seizures is similarly |
implicated, - o s




The fundamental principles surrounding the fourth amendmenc
still serve us well. Only with the greatest caution should we
whittle away basic constitutional rights, for we often cctme to

regret the unfortunate rulings we have made in times of hysteria o

in the past.  Compare, e.g., Korematsu v. United States, 323 U.S.
214, 217-19 (1944) (exclusion from areas of the west coast during
world War 11 of all persons of Japanese ancestry held
constitutional on grounds of military necessity) and Hirabayashi
v. United States, 320 U.,8. 81, 101 ()943) (finding curfew
regulations imposed against citizens of Japanese ancestry not
unconstitutionally discriminatory), with Hohri v. United States,
782 F.24 227, 231-39 (D.C. Cir.), cert. granted, 107 85, Ct. 454
(1986) (in treating statute of limitations issues raised by money
damages claims filed by Japanese-American World War II internees
or their representatives, court discusses history of 1litigatiomn
surrounding their {internment and notes that the “military
necessity” grounds to which the Supreme Court deferred in
Hirabayashi and [Korematsu were found by a subsequent
congressional commission to be without factual foundation).
Neither the environment of the prison workplace nor a well-meant
desire to stem the use of illicit drugs should be used to tip the
balance of Pourth Amendment interests in favor of the state
without factual findings on the record to prove the institution's
real needs.

Searches of the Person -- Urinalyses

I join the majority in holding that urinalysis is a search
under the fourth amendment. However, the majority's reliance on
Capua v. City of Plainfield, 643 P. Bupp. 1507 (D.N.J. 1986), to
hold that urinalysis is a less intrusive search than a blood test
is misplaced. Although the court in Capua did observe that mo
intrusion into the body is required to collect a urine sample, it
also stated that urine "is normally discharged and disposed of
under circumstances that merit protection’ from arbitrary
interference."” 643 F. Supp. at 1513. Then, quoting from the

-15-
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district court's opinion in this case, the court in ggggg_ttatod
that “[olne does not reasonably expect to discharge urine under
circumstances wmaking it available to others to oollect and
analyze in order to discover the personal physiological secrets
it holds.” 14. (quoting McDonell, 612 F. Supp. at 1127), A
search's intrusiveness does not hinge merely upon whether or not
a person's skin is punctured or body touched in some way, but
aust bDe evaluated {n terms of the individual's 1legitimate
expectations of privacy in the context in which the search {is
conducted. Cf. Kirkpatrick v. City of Los Angeles, 803 F.2d4 485,
489-90 (9th Cir. 1986) (in concluding the strip searches of
police officers for investigative purpoges are governed by the
reasonable suspicion standard, the Ninth Circuit found that the
fact that a search i{s conducted reasconably, without touching and
outside the view of all persons other than the party performing
the search, does not negate the fact that the search may be a
significant intrusion on the person searched). As the court in
Capua recognized, "[al] urine test done under close surveillance
of a government representative, regardless of how professionally
or courteously conducted, is ilkoly to be a very embarrassing and
humiliating experience." Capua, 643 F. Supp. at 1514,

Moreover, in extending the scope of the district court's
order dclineatiné the circumstances under which the Iowa
Department of Corrections may require that its employees undergo
urinalysis, the majority engages in de novo fact finding contrary
both to PFed, R. Civ. P. 52(a) and to the Supreme Court's
guidelines for appellate review set out in Anderson v. City of
Bessemer City, 470 U.S. 564 (1985)., As the Supreme Court stated
in Anderson, the clearly erronecus standard “plainly does not
entitle a reviewing court to reverse the finding of the trier of
fact simply because it is convinced that it would have decided
the case differently.”; Anderson, 470 U.8. at 573, "Where there
are two permissible views of the evidence, the factfinder's
choice between them cannot be clearly erroneous.” 1d4. at 574
(citations omitted). -




The majority modifies the district court's opinion to hold
that urinalyses need not be conducted on a reasonable suspicion
basis but rather “may be performed uniformly or by systwmatic
‘random selection of those employees who have regular contact with
the prisoners on a day-to~day basis in medium or maximum security
prisons.® Ante at 10. 1In support of this holding, the majority
states that “it is * * * Jogical to assume that employees who use
the drugs, and who come into iogule: contact with the prisoners,
are more likely to supply drugs to the inmates, although the
trial court did not agree with this observation.” 1d4. The
majority is plainly aware that the district court's £indings
after reviewing all the evidence are to the contrary. The
district court specifically found that conducting urinalyses with
the object of “possib[ly] * * * discovering who might be using,
drugs and therefore [who] might be wmore likely than others to
smuggle drugs to prisoners is far too attenuvated to make seizures
of body fluids constitutionally reasonable."” McDonell, €12 PF.
Supp. at 1130, Whether identification of employees whose urine
tests positively for use of controlled substances also indicates
which enmployees are engaced in smuggling contraband into the
prison is precisely the sort of choice between views of the
evidence which the Court in Anderson counseled should be left in
the hands of the trial court. The majority's modification of the
district court's order to allow random searches of the urine of
prison employees who come into contact with inmates, based not on
facts in the record but on de novo £findings at the appellate
level, is improper and unsupportable.

The majority again engages in impermissible factfinding when
it disagrees with the district ocourt's limitation of the
institution's right to conduct wurinalyses on a reasonable
suspicion basis %o only thQUe.emplcyoes “then under the influence
of alcoholic beverages or controlled subtances.” See McDonell,
612 F. Bupp. at 1130, In place of the standard established by
the district court, the majority ‘extends the scope of permissidle
testing to situations where there is reasonable suspicion “that
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controlled substances have been used within the twenty-four hour
period prior to the required test." Ante at 1ll. WMot only is
this precisely the sort of trial court finding to which an
appellate court is instructed under Anderson to give deference,
but the majority states no reasons why the district court's order
as originally phrased is clearly erroneocus on this point, 1In
making this modification, the majority apparently assumes that
use of controlled substances within twenty-four hours before a
test indicates that the individual employee‘'s ability to perform
his or her job is impaired. If so, then the district court's
order as originally phrased seems to cover all security risks
that might arise and needs no modification by this court.

Vehicle searches

The majority also improperly modifies the district oourt's
order to extend the prison officials' ability to search employee
vehicles to include those vehicles parked outside the prison
confines. Although no one wants prison employees to act as
couriers for contraband onto prison property, the fact that these
vehicle searches might be effective in identifying and halting
such smuggling does not make those searches reasonable under the
fourth amendment. Moreover, the record indicates that the prison
administration has been less than diligent in taking adequate
precautions to prevent the inflow of contraband onto prison
grounds by other means. Surely it {s desirable that t_ho
institution be required to take all less intrusive steps possible
to secure its building's and grounds before it may take the more
intrusive action of randomly searching its employees' vehicles.
Nor does Hudson v. Palmer, 4€8 U.S. 517 (1984), provide support
for the majority's modification of the district court's order.
Although Hudson does ih°1‘.’ that searches of prisoner cells are an
exception to the fourth amendment, see 468 U.S5. at 530, it .is
crucial to remember that what is to be searched here are not
prisoner cells, but onplo_yn' vehicles. i

18-
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I fully appreciate that the constitutional rights of inmates

must be ocurtailed to some extent based upon perceived
institutional needs to maintain discipline and security. See,

e.9., Block v. Rutherford, 468 U.S, 576 (1984); Bell v. Wolfish,

441 U.8. 520 (1979). It is understandable that certain
restrictions must also be imposed on civilian employees workiag
within the prison itself in order to assure the orderly conduct
of the inmates. Obviouoly..utnoot loyalty to the institution is
required from the prison staff and any employee's failure to
comply with necessary rules or actions which are otherwise
harmful to the purpose of this institution should lead to some
sort of sanction. However, the mere fact that a person works for
a state prison system does not in itself justify depriving that
individual of the constitutional right to be secure in the
privacy of his or her person or property.

What we achieve hers is simply to drive another nail into
the coffin of Aiscarded individual constitutional rights. 1If a
prison guard is transferring weapons or drugs within the confines
of the prison to prison insates, it is difficult to believe that
the well-estadblished principles of the fourth amendment cannot
achieve the necessary discipline and security interests now
deemed compelling enough to Justify 1limitation of state
employees’ privacy rights in the prison workplace. To urge that
lessened privacy standards will prevent rule violations by prison
employees is on this record only a conclusory assumption =- a
poor replacement for rigorous legal reasoning based on facts
proved in front of a district court. “The district court found,
based on the record, -that the need to maintain prison discipline
and security justifies urinalysis only on grounds of reasonable
suspicion and uniform systematic random searches only of vehicles
parked within thu institution's confines. Because I believe that
we should defer under the clearly erroneous rule to the district
court's evaluation of the record and to its findings of fact, I
dissent, - ‘
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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FIPFTH CIRCUIT

No. 86-3833

NATIONAL TREASURY EMPLOYEES UNION

and ARGENT ACOSTA, President, Chapter

168, National Treasury Employees Union,
Plaintiffs~-Appellees,

Ve

WILLIAM VON RAAB, Commissioner,

United States Custom Service,

Defendant-Appellant.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana

( January 14, 1987 )
Before RUBIN, RANDALL and HIGGINBOTHAM, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:

This action was commenced on August 12, 1986, by the
National Treasury Employees Union and an employee of the United
States Customs Service seéﬁinq declaratéry and injunctive relief
against implementation of the Customs Service's "plan to require

its current employees to submit to mandatory collection of their
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urine to ocro;n for the use of jllegal drugs as a condition of
obtaining promotions and advancement in their careers.”}
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief at 1-2, Under
the drug testing program, persons tentatively selected for
positions that (1) directly involve drug interdiction, (2)
require the carrying of firearms, or (3) involve access to
classified information, are required to submit to urinalysis.
Final selection and placement into one of th§ covered positions
are contingent upon successful completion ;f drug screening
through urinalysis.2

On October 27, 1986, plaintiffs moved for a preliminary
injunction "suspending Customs' urine collection and analysis
program, pending final disposition of this complaint.* On

November 14, 1986, the district court, finding that "numerous

1 The plan was outlined in the "Drug Screening Program"
Customs Directive issued on August 4, 1986 with an effective date
of August 11, 1986 ("Customs Directive of August 4, 1986").

2 The Customs Directive detailing the drug testing plan
states that "[d]lrug screening is required for any change in
position, and any competitive staffing action, when such action
would result in placement in a position covered by the
program.” Customs Directive of August 4, 1986 at 2. Current
incumbents of covered positions are not subject to drug
testing. A covered position comes under the drug screening
program only as it becomes vacant, at which point the tentative
selectee is subject to drug, screening. Id. Accordingly, both
Customs' employees selected for promotion or placement to a
covered position and applicants for a covered position who apply
from outside the Customs Service are subject to drug testing.

- 3 e
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constitutional infirmities" plagued the Customs Service's drug
testing prbgram.3 permanently enjoined the program? and granted a
declaratory judgment that the program was unconstitutional.

On November 21, 1986, the Customs Service filed a notice of
appeal of the district court's judgment and moved in the district
court for a stay pending appeal. The district court denied the
stay request on December 3, 1986.

The Customs Service has come to this court seeking an
expedited appeal and a stay pending appeal; briefing was
completed and the motions submitted on December 30, 1986, We
granted the Customs Service's motion for an expedited appeal and
have scheduled oral argument for the week of February 2, 1987.
For the reasons set forth below, we deny the motion for a stay
pending appeal, subject to its reconsideration by the panel
hearing oral argument in this case.

In order to obtain a stay pending appeal the moving party
must demonstrate: (1) that it is likely to succeed On the merits;

(2) that it would suffer irreparable injury if the stay were not

3 The court found, among other things, that the drug testing
plan was violative of the fourth amendment, the "penumbral rights
of privacy,” and of due process.

4 The Customs Service, was enjoined from conducting
urinalysis drug testing in the absence of probable cause.
National Treasury Employees Union & Argent Acosta v, Rabb, No.
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granted; (3) that qranting the stay would not substantially harm
the other parties; and (4) that granting the stay would serve the

public interest. See, e.g., United States v, Baylor University -
Medical Center, 711 F.2d 38, 39 (5th Cir. 1983), cert. denied,

469 U.S. 1189 (1985). However, this court has not applied these
factors in a rigid, mechanical fashion. See Baylor University
Medical Center, 711 F.2d at 39, "Indeed, in Ruiz v. Estelle, 650
F.2d 555 (5th Cir. 198l1), this Court held that the movant ‘'need
only present a substantial case on the merits when a ;orious
legal question is involved and show that the balance of equities
weighs heavily in favor of granting the stay.'™ Baylor

University Medical Center, 711 F.2d at 39 (citing Ruiz, 650 F.2d

at 565).

We note first that the legal questions presented by this
case are serious questions of substantial import to the Customs
Service and its employees and to the citizens of this country.
Further, the Customs Service has presented a substantial case on
the merits.

Balanced against the facts that serious legal questions are
presented by this case and that the Customs Service has presented
a substantial case on the merits are the equities. Bearing on
the equities are two different considerations. First, as the |
govermment states, "[tlhis 'appeal presents questions of first

impression for this Court . . .." Brief for Appellant and
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Memorandum in Support of Motion for Stay Pending Appeal at i.

The government further emphasizes "the unsettled state of the law
and the complexity of the constitutional issues presented.”

1d. The correctness of the government's view is amply evidenced
by the diverse analyses applied and divergent conclusions drawn

by the many courts that have been confronted with the same or

similar quostions.s

5 gee, e.g., Shoemaker v. Handel, 795 F.2d 1136 (3d Cir.)
(finding that agministtative search exception to fourth amendment
warrant requirement applied to urine testing by racing commission
of plaintiff jockeys in heavily regulated racing industry since
the state had strong interest in assuring public of integrity of
persons engaged in racing industry and since regulation of the
industry had reduced the justifiable privacy expectation of those
engaged in it), cert. denied, 107 S.Ct. 577 (1986); Division 241
Amalgamated Transit Union (AFL-C10) v. Suscy, 538 F.2d 1264 (7th
CIr.i (finding no fourth amendment violation in urine testing of
bus drivers who were involved in "serious accidents®™ or suspected
of being under influence of drugs or alcohol because, in view of
transit authority's paramount interest in protecting public by
ensuring bus operators' fitness to perform jobs, plaintiff bus
drivers had no reasonable expectation of privacy with respect to
submitting to urinalysis and further, because conditions of
testing were reasonable), cert. denied, 429 U.S. 1029 (1976);
American Federation of Government Employees, AFL-CIO v.
Weinberger, P etermining
that in light of fourth amendment considerations, plaintiffs were
entitled to injunctive relief against periodic drug testing of
civilian employees occupying "critical®™ positions with Department
of Army; "reasonable suspicion" standard applies); Lovvorn v.

City of Chattanooga, No. CIV-1-86-389 (E.D. Tenn. Nov. 13, 1986)
(finding that drug testing by urinalysis of all firefighters is
violative of fourth amendment because "reasonable suspicion® on
which testing could be based could not be said to exist and
rejecting city's suggestion' that court carve out exception to
reasonable suspicion requirement akin to administrative search
exception because clearly defined standards to protect an
individual's privacy expectation that exist in administrative

=8 -
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search cases were absent in this case); Capua v. City of
Plainfield, 643 F. Supp. 1507 (D.N.J. 1983§ (finding mass urine
testing of fire and police department employees unreasonable and
thus, violative of fourth amendment because there was high degree
of intrusion, no safeguard of confidentiality, plaintiffs had
reasonable expectation of privacy, and there was no
individualized basis or even general job related basis for
instituting mass urinalysis; under fourth amendment, urinalysis
can be required only on basis of "reasonable suspicion® which
“requires individualized suspicion, specifically directed to the
person who is targeted for the search."):; Mack v. United States,
NO. 86=Civ.-5764 (S.D.N.Y. Apr. 21, 1986) etermining that
urinalysis of FBI agent suspected of drug use did not violate
fourth amendment because collecting urine is minimally intrusive,
this search was not conducted in public view, plaintiff had a
diminished privacy expectation as an FBI agent, and FBI has far
more compelling interest in having drug-free employees than do
other employers because drug involvement of FBl employee
jecpardizes national security); Jones v. McRenzie, 628 F. Supp.
1500 (D.D.C. 1986) (finding fourth amendment violation in drug

. testing of plaintiff school bus attendant pursuant to drug
testing program initiated as result of increase in traffic

. accidents and absenteeism and discovery of syrinqges in restrooms
used by transportation employees because there was no probable
cause and defendants had no particularized reason to believe
plaintiff was a drug user; plaintiff had reasonable expectation
of privacy from search which is not, in case of the school bus
attendant, outweighed by public safety considerations); McDonell
v, Hunter, 612 F, Supp. 1122 (S.D. Iowa 1985) (finding fourt
amendment violation in urinalysis drug testing of corrections
department employees and concluding that fourth amendment allows
government to conduct urinalysis "only on the basis of a
reasonable suspicion, based on specific objective facts and
reasonable inferences drawn from those facts in light of
experience that the employee is then under the influence of
alcoholic beverages or controlled substances;" possibility of
discovering drug use by employees is too attenuated to make
testing constitutionally reasonable); Allen v. City of Marietta,
601 F. Supp. 482 (N.D. Ga. 1985) (finding no fourth amendment
violation in urinalysis drug testing of "electrical® workers
suspected of drug use because although govermment employees do
not surrender their fourth amendment rights by virtue of
govermment employment, government has same right as private
employer to oversee its employees and investigate potential
misconduct relevant to employee's performance of duties and

-
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implementation and subsequent suspension of the Customs Service's
drug testing program, in combination with the imminence of oral
argument, militate against the granting of a stay at this
particular junctuto. The drug testing program was in piaco for
three months before it was enjoined. The program has been stayed
by the district court's order for two months. To prevent the
Customs Service from reinstituting its drug testing program for
another three weeks is not, in our view, hardship sufficient to
warrant our action when plenary consideration of the motion can
be afforded by the oral argument panel concurrently with its
consideration of the merits of this case. There is, of course,
always the possibility that any order that this panel might enter
today, based on its conclusions about the factors governing the
issuance of a stay, might be superseded by a contrary decision of
the oral argument pabel. An on-again, off-again approach to the
Customs Service's drug testing program is certainly not in the
public's interest, at least not when the lapse of three weeks may
eliminate further undesirable turmoil.

We therefore deny the stay, subject to its full recon-

sideration by the panel hearing the merits of this case.

’
therefore, employee cannot claim legitimate expectation of
privacy from searches of that nature; here, tests were
administered in employment context as part of govermment's
legitimate inquiry into drug use by employees rather than for law
enforcement purposes).
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HIGGINBOTHAM, Circuit Judge, specially concurring:

I join in the denial of a stay for the sole reason that a
panel will hear oral argument in this case in three weeks, and we |
do no more than delay full consideration of the application for a
stay until that argument. Even so0o, it bears emphasis that the
basis for the district court's ruling is, at best, problematic,

I

As the record demonstrates, and as the whole nation knows,
traffic in illegal drugs with its enormous dosﬁruction of life is
a national problem. Congress recently responded in a manner not
unlike a response to a military threat, appropriating over §1
billion (an increase of 26.4% from the last fiscal year) to the
Customs Service for fiscal year 1987 with funding for 1000
additional Customs Service personnel. This means that, with
turnover, the Customs Service must recruit 3,000 new employees,
and most hiring will be for sensitive positions of trust.

The Customs Service reguires drug screening for applicants
tentatively selected for positions that (1) directly involve drug
interdiction, (2) require the .catrying of firearms, or (3)
involve access to classified information. No screening of

incumbents or applicants for other positions is required. All
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plaintiffs in this case are applicants who assert a constitu-
tional tiéht to be considered for the three categories of |
sensitive jobs without a test conceded to be 100% accurate in
proving that they are not themselves users of drugs. It is
undisputed that applicants for the sensitive positions requiring
the screening are given notice that they will be asked to furnish
a urine sample, may withdraw their application for the sensitive
job, and are allowed to provide the sample' in the privacy of a
closed bathroom stall after removing outer garments in which a
false sample or adylterating agent might be hidden. The enjoined
threatened deprivations of constitutional right are said to be of
rights of privacy, rights to be free of self-incrimination, and
due process.
I1

The precise privacy interest asserted is elusive, and the
plaintiffs are, at best, inexact as to just what that privacy
interest is. Finding an objectively reasonable expectation of
privacy in urine, a waste product, contains inherent contradic-
tions{ The district court found such a right of privacy, but, in
fairness, plaintiffs do not rest there. Rather, it appears from
the plaintiffs' brief that it is the manner of taking the samples
that is said to invade privacy, because outer garments in which a
false sample might be hidden must be removed and a person of the

same sex remains outside a stall while the applicant urinates.



R = WRIN

TELSWLT 40 2D, Lm— A=0Q s aemgri

¢ - EATEL R R IFR - 'S

JAN 14 °'87 12:33 JUL &2 '86 16:27 PHGE. 11

Yet, apart from the partial disrobing (apparently not indepen-
dently challenged) persons using public toilet facilities
experience a similar lack of privacy. The right must then be a
perceived indignity in the whole process, a perceived affront to
personal identity by the presence in the same room of another
while engaging in a private body function,

It is suggested that the testing program rests on a
generalized lack of trust and not on a dovolgpod suspicion of an
individual applicant. Necessarily there is a plain implication
that an applicant is part of a group that, given the demands of -
the job, cannot be trusted to be truthful about drug use. The
difficulty is that just such distrust, or oqually accurate, care,
is behind every background check and every security check; indeed
the information gained in tests of urine is not different from
that disclosed in medical records, for which consent to examine
is a routine part of applications for many sensitive government
posts. In short, given the practice of testing and background
checks required for so many government jobs, whether any
expectations of privacy by these job applicants were objectively
reasonable is dubious at best. Certainly, to ride with the cops
one ought to expect inguiry, and by the surest means, into
whether he is a robber. -

Finally, reliance upqon penumbral rights of privacy adds
nothing. The'content and dimension of such rights are difficult
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to define, at best. At the least, we know that such rights of
privacy have been largely confined to matters of ‘tamuy such as
“child rearing and education," “family relati_omhipo.' *procrea=-
tion,” "marriage," "contraception®™ and "abortion," as well as the
"right to decide whether or not to beget or bear a child.*

Bowers v. Hardwick, 106 8.Ct. 2841, 2843-44 (1986) (citations

omitted). I recognize that the Supreme Court has also spoken in
terms of an "individual's dignitary interests in personal privacy
and bodily integrity." Winston v, Lee, 105 S.Ct. 1611, 1617
(1985). But the Winston court dealt with an intrusion into the
body (surgical removal of a bullet). The court balanced the
government's need against the extent of intrusion into the body
in a coercive. enviromment. Speaking of “dignity interests" out
of context is not helpful. Giving the expansive reading claimed
for it would implicate testing.of intelligence and aptitudes.
Many fitness tests would in this broad sense, disclose private
matters that are potentially more distructive of “personal
dignity"--inquiries, if we succomb to deciding cases by rhetoric,
more justifiably called Orwellian than the testing of urine.
Surely, the Constitution does not forbid such routine testing for

fitness.
111

Reliance upon the fourth amendment suffers from another

related problem. There is a substantial gquestion whether
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requiring the lamplos{a- a condition of hire for the three job
catogofie; is a search or seizure at all. It seems odd to think
of a govermment agent as "seizing™ urine by requiring the sample
as a condition to consideration for a sensitive job applied for
with full notice of the requirement. But it is argued, govern-
ment may not require a waiver of constitutional rights as i
condition of employment. Again, such an abstraction sheds little
light on this problem; it begs the guestion of what right. 1If
the qovcrfnent: has the right to insist upon proof that its
~ policemen of drug dealers not be drug users, and surely it does,
the reasonableness of any invasion of right and the correlative
reasonableness of the expectation of privacy is a function of the
relevance of the job requirement to the 3job to be done.
Certainly it is pormissible. even essential, that poroonb
selected for these jobs not be users of {llegal drugs. The
decision by the executive branch that this testing is necessary
protection of its interest is entitled to some deference and I
£1ﬁd no record basis here for a substitution of judicial

judgment.
The govermment, as an employer, is different from a private

employer, of course, but not in all respects. See Connick v,

Myers, 103 S.Ct. 1684 (1983). An anarchist's political view is
protected by the first amendment, But I would not suppose that

his constitutional protection extends to the right to be an PBI
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agent. The point is that the govermment's interest as an
employer 1ﬁ fit employees may allow it to deny employment when it
cannot as a sovereign attack other consequences to the protected
view.

Courts have sustained drug screening for railroad employees,

Brotherhood of Maintenance v. Burlington N. R.R., 802 F.2d 1016,

1023 (8th Cir. 1986), sustained urinalysis drug testing for
jockeys, Shoemaker v. Handel, 795 F.2d 1136, 1142-43 (34 Cir.),

cert. denied, 107 S.Ct. 577 (1986) (when jockeys chose to become
inwolved in this pervasively-regulated business and accepted a
state license, they did so with the knowledge that the Commission
would exercise its authority to assure public confidence in the |
integrity of the industry); sustained requirements that partici-
pants in AFDC programs submit to home visits by Welfare Workers,
Wyman v. James, 400 U.S. 309, 326 (1971); sustained pre-boarding
inspection of airline passengers, United States v. Skipwith, 482
F.2d 1272, 1276-77 (5th Cir. 1973). Nor does the fourth amend-
‘ment prohibit the govermment from insisting that its contractors

consent to searches. 2ap v. United States, 328 U.S. 624, 628

(1946), vacated on other grounds, 330 v.S. 800 (1947).

v
The district court, apparently sua sponte, also concluded
that the proposed drug gcreening would violate the self-

incrimination and due process clauses of the fifth amendment., To
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; privilege against self-incrimination, it was in error. The
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privilege protects an accused only from being compelled to
testify against himself, or to provide "evidence of a testimonial
or communication nature.® If withdrawing blood does not violate

the fifth amendment, Schmerber v. California, 384 U.S., 757, 761

(1966), the sampling of urine would seem to be a fortiori an
easier case.

The district court found, and it appears to have been
without any suggestion by plaintiffs below, that the tests were
80 unreliable as to deny applicants due process of law. No court
has ever held that the combination of tests used here denies due
process. The conclusion is either without record basis or is
directed toward the possibility of errors by the laboratories
such as an error in identifying a specimen. Such risk is present
in most laboratory evidence. Finally, and apart from the fact
that the evidence of reliability points to the opposite
conclusion, the district court overlooked the procedure in place
that allows an applicant who disagrees with test results to have
the sample tested by another laboratory.

v
The district court has shut down the hiring of persons found

by Congress to be necessary to combat the illegal importation of

drugs. I do not lightly discount the considered judgment of a
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district judge and my concerns respond to the submissions of the
parties naﬁo in an emergency application for stay and without the '
benefit of oral argument. Perhaps more will be developed, but I
remain profoundly skeptical.





