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Antl-Drug Program for Personnel
Engaged in Specified Aviation
Activities

AGENCY: Federa! Aviation
Administration {FAA), DOT.

AcTion: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This final rule sets forth
regulations to require domestic and
supplemental air carriers, commercial
operators of large aircraft, air taxi and
commuter operators, certain commercial

" operalors, certain contractors to these
operators, and air traffic control
facilities not operated by the FAA or the
U.8. militery to have an anti-drug
program for employees who perform
sensitive safety- or security-related
functions. A special provision hes been
added to the rule that provides that the
final rule does not apply to any person
where compliance with the final rule
would violate the domestic law or policy
of another country. Testing under the
rule will be conducted by an employer
prior to employment, periodically,
randomly, after an accident, based on
reasonable cause, and after an
employee returns to duty to perform a
sensitive safety- or security-related
function for an employer. The final rule
also will require thet an employer
provide EAP education end training
services to employees and supervisors.
The rule is necessary to prohibit an
employee from performing a sensitive
safety- or security-related function for
an employer while that employee has a
prohibited drug in his or her system or if
that employee has used drugs as
evidenced by & drug test showing the
presence of drugs or drug metebolites.
The rule 1s intended to ensure a drug-
free aviation workforce and to eliminate
drug uee and abuse in commercial
aviation.

EFFECTIVE DATE This final rule Is
effective on December 21, 1983,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dr. Robert 8. Bartanowicz, Acting
Deputy Director, Office of Rulemaking
{ARM-1), Federal Avistion
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue SW.,, Washington, DC 20591;
telephone (202) 267-0679.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Availability of Final Rule

Any person may obtain a copy of this
final rule by submitting & request to the
Federal Aviation Administration, Office
of Public Affairs, Attn: Public Inquiry
Center (APA-230), 800 Independence
Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20591, or
by calling {202) 267-3454. Requests must
include the amendment number
identified in this final rule. Persons
interested in being placed on a mailing
list for future rulemaking actions should
request a copy of Advisory Circular 11-
2A, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
Distribution System, which describes
the application procedure.

Background

On December 4, 1688, the Federa}
Aviation Administration (FAA} issued
an advance notice of proposed -
rulemaking (ANPRM] (51 FR 44432; .
December 9, 1986) entitled “Contro] of
Drug and Alcohol Use for Personne!
Engaged in Commercia) and General
Aviation Activities.” The ANPRM
invited cornment from the public on drug
and alcchol abuse by personnel in the
aviation industry and the options
available to the FAA for regulatory or
other action in the interest of aviation
safety. The FAA received over 850
written comments in response to the

X,

_ issues raised in the ANPRM.

On March 3, 1688, the FAA issued a
notice of proposed rulemaking (NFRM)
(53 FR 8368; March 14, 1888) entitled
“Ant-Drug Program {or Personnel
Engaged in Specified Aviation
Activities.” The NPRM set forth an
analysis of the comments received on
the ANPRM and proposed regulations
for public comment. The FAA received
over 260 writien comments on the
proposals contained in the NPRM.

The FAA also held a series of public
bearings on the regulations proposed in
the NPRM, These hearings were held on
June 2, 1688, in Washington, DC; june 7,
1988, in Denver, Colorado; and June 9,
1988, in San Francisco, California. Each
of the hearings was recorded by & court
reporier. The transcript of each hearing
and any statements or ther material,
submitted to the hearing pane! during
the kearings, have been placed in the
public docket. This material also bas
been reviewed in the development of the
final rule.

Current Rules. The FAA's
comprehensive anti-drug program is one
action in a long history of actions to
combat the use of drugs and alcohol in
the aviation industry. The focus of the
majority of these actions bhas been on
commercial aviation personne],

particularly the cockpit and cabin crew. -

For example, pllots, flighi attendants,

« - -flight engineers, and flight navigators _.

may not act as & crewmember of a civil
aircraft within eight hours after
an alcoholic beverage; while under the

_ influence of alcohol; with 0.04 percent,

or more, alcohol in their blood; or while
using any drug that affects their
faculties in any way contrary to safety,
Also, crewmembers may be tested in the
context of receiving medical care
immedizately after an accident. When
there is a reasonable basis to suspect
that one of these individuals has
violated any of the above restrictions,
these crewmembers must furnish, to the
FAA, the results of any test taken within
four kours of acting. or attempting to act,
gs 8 crewmember thst indicates the
presence of alcohol or any such drug in
the person’s system. Moreover, pilots,
flight attendants, flight engineers, and
flight navigators are required to submit
to a test to indicate the percentage of
alcoho! in the blood when requested by
a law enforcement officer who suspects

. that a crewmember may have violated a

State or local law governing the
operation of an aircraft while under the
influence, or impaired by, drugs or
alcohol.

" The FAA may deny an application for

* a certificate or rating for up to one year,

or may suspend of revoke an existing
certificate or rating, in the case of any
pilot, flight engineer, or flight navigator
who has been convicted of violating a
Federal or State law relating to drug
trafficking or possession; who has
violated the proscriptions deacribed
above; who has refused to furnish the
results of any test that would indicate
the presence of alcoho! or drugs taken
within four hours of acting, or
sitempting to act, 28 a crewmember; or
who has refused to submit to an alcohol
test requested by a law enforcement
officer investigsting viclations of State
or local laws. The FAA also may deny

.ap application for a certificate or rating

for up to oms year, or may suspend or
revoke an existing certificate or rating,
in the case of any air traffic control
tower operator, aircraft dispatcher,
mechanic, repeirman, or parachute
rigger who has been convicted of a
violation of a Federal or State law
relating to drug trafficking or
possession.

The Aviation Drug-Trafficking Control
Act of 1984, which added language to

- sections 602 and 609 of the Federal

Aviation Act of 1058, mandates that the
FAA take certain actions regarding
airmen involved in drug trafficking
activities. The Administrator is required
to revoke the airman certificate of any
airman who has been convicted of
violating any Federal or State law
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relating to a controlled substance, other
than simple possession, if an gircraft
was used in, or was used to facilitate,
the commission of the offense and the
person served as an airman, or was
onboard the aircraft, in connection with
the commission of the offense. The
Administrator has no discretion to
review the conviction for the
substantive offense. Under the 1984
Jegislation, the Administrator was
prohibited from reissuing a certificate to
that airman for up to five years but
could reissue a certificate after an
gbsolute minimum of one year, in
certain extremely limited circumstances,
if revocation was excessive and
contrary o the public interest. As part
of the Federal Aviation Administration
Drug Enforcement Assistance Act of
1988, Congress amended sections 502
and 609 of the FAA Act, among other
amendments 1o the Act, in October 1988,
The statutory language now provides
that the Administrator shall not issve an
airman certificate to any person whose
certificate has been revoked for aviation
drug trafficking activities unless the
airman is acquitted of the offense, a
conviction upon which revocation is
based is reversed on appeal, or the
Administrator determines that issuance
of an airman certificate will facilitate
law enforcement efforts after a request
from a Federal or State law enforcement
official. The final rule requiring a
comprehensive anti-drug program for
employees in commercial aviation is
consistent with these previous actions
taken by the FAA,

The FAA's commitment to a drug-free
workforce also epplies to its own
employees. The Department of
Traneportation began random drug
testing of DOT employees in safety- and
security-sensitive functions in
September 1987. The Secretary's gosl is
1o establish and maintain a drug-free
workplace as intended by Executive
Crdor 12564 and es directed by
Presidential memerandum dated
October 4, 1982. It is the opinion of the
Department of Transportation that
random drug testing is the most effective
mears of delermining the presence of
drugs or drug metabolites that may
edversely affect an employee's
performance of safety- or security-
sensitive job functions. Pursuant to the
Department's program, an employee of
the Department will be removed from
Federa! service under several
circumstances: refuszl to enter or to
successfully complete a drug
rehabilitation or sbatement program:;
repeat usage of drugs: refusal to provide
& urine specimen for drug testing;
sdulteration or substitution of a urine

specimen; on-duty use of illegal drugs; or

. . & determination that &8 DOT employee
has engaged in illegal drug trafficking.
- -In order to ensure that aviation safety

is not compromised by a failure to
detect drug users in the aviation
industry, the FAA believes that it ia
appropriate and necessary 1o establish &
comprehensive anti-drug program at this
time.

Existing Industry Progroms, As pert of
their comments to the ANPRM and the

NPRM, many empioyers note that they

have implemented drug testing programs
or employee rehabilitation programs.
For example, elthough their drug testing
programs were not specifically '

- described, Martin Aviation implemented

a drug testing program in February 1887
and Suburban Airlines has required
preemployment drug testing of flight
crew applicants for over a year. Federal
Express Corporation currently conducts
preemployment testing of all applicants
and “ressonsble suspicion testing” of all
employees.

Trameo, Inc. is a certificated repair
station employing over 600 individusls
and repairing over 100 aircraft per year.
Tramco instituted & drug testing and
counseling program “several years ago”
and believes that the program yields
substantial benefits to both employees
and employers. Tramco tests all -
applicants for jobs and conducts tests
based oz probable cause. Tramco's teats
based on probable cause are triggered
by reports of employee drug use,
employee attendance patterns that may
suggest a drug problem, accidents, and
observation by supervisors. A Tramco
employee who tests positive for drugs is
suspended for a minimum of one week
and may not return to work until a drug
test shows no evidence of drug use.
Tramco estimates that, consistent with
general statistics, 20 percent of its
workforce hag had some involvement
with controlled substances. As of the
time of its comment to the NPRM,
Tramco identified 10 percent of its
employees as individuals who had used

8.
Rocky Mountain Helicopters, Inc.
implemented a drug testing program for
its employees in July 1988. Rocky
Mountain Helicopters tests all pilots,
mechanice managers, and others who
can affect aviation safety using
preemployment, random, probable
cause, and postaccident testing. Rocky
Mountain Helicopters does not pay an
employee's rehabilitetion costs but will
consider rehiring any employee who
compleies an approved rehabilitation
program. Petroleum Helicopters, Inc.
began a preemployment and periodic
testing program in 1982 and supports

mandatory drug testing. Petroleum
Helicopters denies employment to any
applicant, and discharges any employee,
who lests positive in a drug test, . ..
Petroleum Helicopters does not concur
with the proposal to provide a
rehabilitation opportunity to employees
on the basis that an employer should not
accept the risk of repeated illegal drug
use among maintenance or flight '
personnel. :

The FAA believes that the
comprehensive anti-drug program,
promulgated by this final rule, is not a
nove! concept. In light of the FAA's long
history of regulatory action in the area
of drug use in aviation and the _
significent number of industry drug -
testing programs currently implemented
by aviation employers, the FAA believes
that the agency is fustified in requiring
the commercial eviation industry fo
implement similar comprehensive anti-
drug programs.

Discussion of Comments
General Overview of the Major Issues

The FAA received 261 comments in
response 1o the NPRM. The FAA
considered all timely-filed comments
submitted in responee to the NPRM and
the testimony of 20 individuals who
presented statements at the three public
hearings held by the FAA. During the
public hearings, the Secretary of
Transportation, James H, Burnley,
requested information from several
individuals who presented statements at
the hearings. The comment period for
the NFRM closed on June 13, 1988. In
order to accommeodate the individuals
who submitted supplemental

- information pursuant to the Secrétary’a

request, the FAA also considered
comments that were submitted as late
as July 1, 1988, :

There were several major themes
presented by the commenters. Many
commenters focus on the lack of .
evidence of significant drug use or drug
abuse in the aviation industry. The - -
commenters particularly stress this
point with respect to the cockpit crew
based on age, income, managerial
supervision, close working relationships
with peers, periodic medical exams to
determine fitness for duty, and

" professionalism of the crew. Based on

the lack of evidence, these commenters
conclude that establishment of a drug
testing program is unwarranted and
unconstitutional. Regardless of the
emount of evidence, the majority of
commenters agree with the FAA's
assessment that drug use and substence
abuse have no place in the aviation
environment. Scme commenters note
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“~that the PAA's anti-drug stanceils -- -
commendable, but the true issue is the
type of program that evolves from that
atance. Many commenters support the
FAA's efforts to develop a
comprehensive anti-drug program that
would achieve a drug-free commerciat
aviation workforce and agree that a
program tc achieve a drug-free aviation
environment is beneficial, :

There is aubstantial, although not
universal, support for & drug testing
program using stete-of-the-art urine
teating. The gas chromotograpby/mass
spectrometry (GC/MS) method, -
spproved by the Department of Health
and Human Services [DHHS), is
recognized by the commenters as the
most accurate method of analysis for the
presence of drugs or drug metabolites in
wrine if rigorous collection and ansalysis
procedures, such as those contained in
the DHHA mandatory guidelines, are
followed. {As discussed in detail
elsewhere in this preamble, the
Department of Trensportation is
publishing “Procedures for
Transportation Workplace Drug Testing
Programs” which are adopted in this
final rule in lieu of the DHHS guidelines.
These DOT-wide procedures closely
resemble the DHHS guidelines and are
used because the DHHS guidelines are
not drafted for spplication by entities
other than Federal agencies.] While
some concerns were raised about the
testing procedures, these concerns
generally involve drug testing programs
and procedures in the early 1980s that
did not embody the criticel safeguards
of a properly-gdministered testing
program.

Certain types of testing proposad in
the NPRM receive significant support by
the commenters. These types of testing
include preemployment testing and
postaccident testing. Periodic testing
and testing based on reasonable cause
received substantial support from the
commenters. Some support for testing
based on reasonable cause is predicated
on traditional constitutiona) standards
that apply to s search of the person.

There is significant and strongly-held
opposition 1o random testing. However,
the FAA’'s drug testing program,
including rendom testing as a critical
element, is supported by some
commenters, The objections to random
testing are based on legal or
constitutional issues, privacy issues, and
the invasive nature of random testing
based on personal grounds, cost issues,
and the absence of 8 demonstrated need
for a comprehensive testing program
assuming & low level of drug use in the
industry.

Of those commenters who address the
issue, there is agreement that the

oomplexity, cost, and operational impact
burdens of the rule would be
significantly greater on small entities in
the aviation industry. Finally, the
commenters express significantly
different opinions in the area of
employes assistance programs (EAP).
The primary differences surround the
issues of the circumstances under which
an employee is ¢ffered an opportunity
for rehabilitation and the entity or
individual who is responsible for
payment of rehabilitation costs. Several
major air carriers have already '

addressed this iasue through insvrance -

coverage or by labor-management
agreement. However, even some of
these organizations, although supportive
of EAPs, oppose a broad, Federally-
mandated EAP requirement. Labor
organizations clearly support expansive
EAP opportunities and services. Small
entities oppose EAP requirements on
many grounds, including cost and

-possible negative coworker attitudes

exhibited toward rehabilitated
employees.

‘The commenters differ regarding the
method of achieving a drug-free eviation
workforce and the manner in which the
FAA would be invoived in any program.
The primary differences arise regarding
the type and scope of testing used to
identify sensitive safety- or security-
related personnel who vse drugs and the
choices offered to those individuals who
are identified as drug users.

Labor Unions and Organizations
Representing Employees. In general,
unions or organizations representing
employees in aviation oppose the
comprehensive mandatory drug testing
proposed in the NPRM. Labor unions
and employee organizations favor EAP
and broad rehabilitation rights for all
employees. These organizations oppose
random drug testing but, with some
qualifications, these organizations see &
role for preemployment testing,
postaccident testing, testing based on
reascnable cause, and testing during
and after rehabilitation te monitor an
individual's progress.

The International Associstion of
Machinists and Aercspace Warkers
(1AM) opposes any industry-wide
and alcohol testing until hard evidence
of an industry drug problem that
jeopardizes aviation sefety is
substantiated and documented. The
Independent Union of Flight Attendants

. (TUFA) opposes all forms of mandatory

drug testing of employees. The
Independent Federstion of Flight
Attendants (IFFA) objects generally to
drug testing as unwarranted
governmental intervention into labor-
management relations but would
support preemployment screening and

postaccident testing If reasonable cause
for such testing can be objectively

" fllustrated. TFFA objects specifically to

random testing in any form as

- unconstitutional and contrary to labor -

law, IFFA believes that the focus of any

-drug testing program should be limited

to impairment on the job and states that
1o currently available testing procedure
can determine drug impairment on the
job. The Association of Flight '
Attendants (AFA) believes that drug
testing of flight attendants is not
warranted. However, AFA and the
Aseociation of Professional Flight
Attendants {APFA) support
preemployment testing of applicants
secking jobs in the industry if that
testing is not used to discriminate
against applicants on the basis of
‘dieabilities unrelated to drug use. AFA -
also would not oppose postaccident
testing of pilots or probable cause drug
testing of employees who are under the
influence of drugs if these samples were
collected by an FAA inspector. APFA
opposes random testing, postaccident
testing absent individualized suspicion,
and testing based on reascnable cause

as proposed. The Flight Engineers’

. International Association [FEIA)

7 cpposes all testing except in the case

- where probable cause exists to believe
that an employee is lmpaired by drugs;

in order to protect employees from
harassment, FEIA states that any
determination to test an employee based
on probable cause for impairment
should be reviewed by a neutral party.
The Teamsters Union could support
preemployment screening; testing baged
on reasonable suspicion to believe that
an employee’s actual or current
impairment has, or is, affecting job
performance or workplace safety;
periodic testing to maintain medical
certification; and testing after an
accident or a “near miss™ if there is &
reagonabie basis to suspect that human
error may have been & casual factor,
The Air Line Pilots Association
(ALPA), representing 41,000 pilots
employed by ¢4 large and emasll airlines,
is firmly opposed to all forms of drug
and alcohol abuse by airline perscnnel.
ALPA primarily is opposed to random
and periodic lesting based on their
belief that these tests are offensive,
ineffectual, unjustified, and
unconstitutional. ALPA believes that if
there 1s drug use among commercial
pilots, the incidence of drug use would
be less than 0.5 percent. On this basis,
ALPA asserts that widescale random
testing of the relatively small aviation
population will result in a significant
number of false-poaitive test resulta.
ALPA does not oppose testing prior to
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gmployment. testing after an accident,

- testihg in circumstances where there are
reasonable grounds o suspect drug use,
and testing o monitor rehabilitation.

ALPA believes that the approach to
the drug abuse problem articulated in
the NPRM is inappropriate. ALPA
inetead urges the FAA 1o consider an
epproach similar to the Human
Intervention Motivation Study (HIMS}
program developed 1o identify and treat
alcoholism among pilots. The key -
elements of the HIMS program are
education, peer involvement,
intervention, confrontation, end
rahabilitation. Although the HIMS
program has focused on treatment of
pilots who demonstrate & problem with
alcohol, ALPA sponsared a HIMS drug
ebuse training program in November
1887 which the FAA attended.

Labor and employee organizations
also strongly support limitations on an
employer's ability to exclude any
employee from an opportunity for
rehabilitation and limitetions on an
employer's ability to discharge an
employee. Most organizations, including
JUFA, IFFA, AFA, and APFA, strongly
support regulations that would require
an employer to establish and participate
in comprehensive, nonpunitive EAP
services established by collective
bargaining or pegotiation and available
to all employees. ALPA agrees that any

_regulations should clearly recognize that
unions have collective bargaining rights
under Federal labor laws; ALPA
suggests that any anti-drug regulations .
promulgated by the FAA should ensure
that the regulatory requirements do not
interfere or averride the union’s
collective bargaining rights. FEIA
supports EAP services, mandatory for
each carrier and paid for by the carrier,
for rehabilitation of all employees
regardless of the circumstances that
precipitated a drug test. 1AM suggests
that FAA regulations should be
guidelines, applicable only to carriers
who have & documented substance
ebuse problem effecting aviation safety,
thet stress education, prevention,
rehabilitation, and protection of an
employee's privacy.

Employers and Organizations
Representing Employers. Most
employers support mandatory drug
testing of empioyees and limitations on
sn employee’s opportunity for
rehabilitation. Part 121 end Part 135
certificate holders do not express the
same opinions regarding the proposals

in the NPRM. The general views held by

Part 121 certificate holders are
tharacterized by the commenta
submitted by the Air Transport
Association of America (ATA). ATA

supports the FAA's comprehensive drug
testing program and {svors an -
opportunity for rehabilitation only for
those employees who volunteer for
rehabilitation. In the area of EAP -
services, Part 121 certificate holders
generally favor flexibility and latitude
for an employer to design a company
EAP. American Airlines, however,
favors industry-wide standard E&P
requirements. .

Most Part 135 certificate bolders and
small aviation businesses object to the
drug testing requirements proposed in
the NPRM. The Regional Airline .
Association (RAA), which represents
many Part 135 certificate holders,
opposes random testing; RAA also
suggests thet the random selection rate
be set at a rate leas than the maximum
125 percent rate proposed in the NPRM
if the FAA mandates a random testing
requirement. The Primary objection of
Part 135 certificate bolders and small
businesses is to the proposed
requirement to offer an opportunity for
rehabilitation to an employee. These
organizations oppose mandated
rehabiliation because of the economic
burden that would be imposed on a
small operator. The National Air
Transport Association {NATA] suggests,
in its June 2, 1988 testimony, that Part
135 certificate holders employing 100 or
fewer covered employees should be
exempted from all requirements of the
proposed anti-drug program. ¥

Grace Flying Service, Inc., a Part 135
certificate holder cunductmg single- 7~
engine wir taxi services, flight
instruction, and aerial application
services, opposes drug testing of
employees. Grace Flying Service
strenuocusly objects to any drug tests,
whether scheduled or random, and
would be reluctant to test its employeer
even if testing is mandated by the FAA.

The National Business Aircraft
Association ([NBAA) concurs with the
FAA’s anti-drug program with certain
reservations. NBAA primarily is
concerned about the constitutionality of
random drug testing and the FAA's
reliance on laboratory testing results
that may be unrelisble in detecting
drugs or drug metabaolites proposed to
be analyzed in the NPRM.

Individual Commenters. The FAA
received 170 comments from individuals.
The majority of these individuals are
pilcts employed by major sirlines and
sell-employed pilots who would be
subject to the requirements of the
proposed rule. The FAA also received
comments from general aviation pilots
and individuals who are not employed
in the commercial aviation industry. The
vast majority of the individual

commenters oppase the drug testing
requirements of the proposed rule based
on constitutional objections, failure of
the FAA to demonstrate a drug pmbiem
in the aviation community, and :
perceived inaccuracies of drug testing .
collection and analysis. A minority of -
individual commenters generally
support the FAA’s anti-drug proposals
and primarily support the lesting
requirements. These individuals are
private citizens or consuners who base
their support on the need to ensure that
avietion personnel are drug free,.
particularly on the job. The strongest
individual support is expressed by
letters from the family and friends of a -
passenger who was killed in the crash of
Continental Air Express Flight 2286 near
Durango, Colorado. The comments from
the fzmily and friends of the deceased
pasasenger urge the FAA to do
everything within its atatutory authority
;z prevent e similar tragedy in the

ture.

Specific Issues

Discussion of the constitutional issues
regarding random and periodic drug
testing. A number of commenters have
questioned the constitutionality of drug
testing programs for aviation personnel.
Although the state of the case law is still
evolving in rapid fashion and no
definitive Supreme Court resolution of
many relevant and complex issues has
been achieved, the FAA feels confident
that testing required under this rule will-

" pass constitutional scrutiny. The FAA

recognizes that there are legitimate and
significant constitutional concerns
surrounding drug testing in general and
random drug testing as & specific
compoenent of drug testing. The FAA
acknowledges the current widescale
litigation and apparent disparate
judicial opinions on drug testing
programs.

FAA Response. The principles of the
Fourth Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution are paramount in
scrutinizing the fundamerital legality of
many drug testing programs. As a
threshold lega) matter, the Fourth
Amendment applies to “searches”
condusted or mandated by the
government and protects individuals
against “unreascnable searches and
seizures.” Action of a private party does
not constitute State {or Federal) action
unless there exists a close nexus
between the state and the action in
question. Jackson v. Metropolitan
Edison, 419 U.S. 345 (1974); Moose Lodge
No. 107 v. Irvis, 407 U.S. 163 (1972).

Assuming that the drug testing
programs called for under the final ruls
do implicate the government, a second
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_ issue then arises concerning whether
urine lests under these programs are
“gearches” within the meaning of the
Fourth Amendment. Although most
courts 1o address the iasue to date have

* ¢ " New Jersey v. TL.O., 488 U.S, at
340, In determining the reasonableness
of & search, the Supreme Court has
repeatedly stressed the importance of
the facts particular to the search while

ruled that toxicologica! testing of scknowledging that the test of
employees for the purpose of reasonableness ** * * is not capable of
determining fitness for duty is a search precise definition or mechanical

within the meaning of the Fourth application.” Belf v. Wolfish, 441 U.B.

Amendment, the issue is not entirely 820, 558 (1979}, In analyzing a drug -
settled. See Wyman v. James, 400 U.S, testing program, “* * * what js
308, 317-338 (1971} (government welfare  reasonable depends on the context

caseworker’s "home visit” ag a within which a search takes place.”
precondition for assistance payments is ~ New Jersey v. T.1.0., 469 U.S. at 337,
not & Fourth Amendment search). See In scrutinizing whether particular
also, Lovvorn v. City of Chattancoga. searches comport with the Fourth

B46 F.2d 1539, 15531554 (6th Cir. 1988) Amendment, couris have adopted a
(Guy. |., dissenting), panel decision balancing test. In general, to support a
vacated and rehearing en banc ordered,  claim that a search of en individual or
{August 3, 1988); Nationa! Treasury the individual's property is reasonable,
Employees Union v. von Rach, B0BF.2d  the government must demonstrate that,
1057, 1080, 1062 (5th Cir. 1987) on balance, the public's legitimate
(Higginbotham, ], concurring). Cf. Mack  interest in conducting the search
v. United States, FB.I, 814 F.2d 120,125  outweighs the individual's legitimate
n.2 (2nd Cir. 1987}, expectstion of privacy. See e.g., United
Also sssuming, arguendp, that urine States v. Montoyo de Hernandez, 473
tests of aviation personnel for {llegal U.5. 531, 537 (1985); United States v.
drugs are “searches” within the meaning  Villamonte-Marguez, 482 1.8, 578, 588
of the Fourth Amendment, it is clear that  {1983); Delaware v. Prouse, 440 1.5, 648,
while searches ordinarily must be 654 (1978). Thus, the couris must “***
conducted pursuant to & warrant issued  consider the scope of the particular -
on probable cause grounds, such a intrusion, the manner in which jtis
requirernent iz not slways necessary.

Almeida-Sanchez v, United States, 413 it, and the place in which it is
0.8, 268, 277 {1973} (Powell, 1., conducted.” Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U.S. at
concurting). Where, for example, “* -* * 858, :

the burden of obtaining a warrant is
likely to frustrate the governmental
purpose behind the search * * = --
[Camera v. Municipal Court, 387 U.S,
523, 533 (1987}], the Supreme Court has
routinely held that & warrant is not
required by the Fourth Amendment. See
eg. Griffin v. Wisconsin, 107 SCt. 3184,  industry in particular are documented
8187 [1987): New Jersey v. T.L.0., 489 elsewhere in the preamble of this final
U.8. 325, 340 (1085). The Supreme Court  rule. The impairing effects of illegal

has likewise found that the probable drugs and the substantia! risks to public
ceuse slandard is inappropriate where it gafety posed by aviation employees who

Viewed in this light, It is beyond
dispute that the public has an overriding

and security-related aviation personnel
perform their duties free of illegal drugs.
The drug problem in society (n general

‘would defeat the purpose that the use illegal drugs underlies the
search is designed 1o achieve. See a.g., compelling governmental interests in
New Jersey v. T.1.O, 469 U 5. at 340~ promulgating this final rule.

842, O'Corner v, Ortega, 107 S.Ct. 1482,
1501-1502 (1987} [plurality opinion)
(upholding the search of a public
employee’s office for work-related
noninvestigatory reasons on less than
probable cause grounds); United States
v. Martinez-Fuerte, 428 1.8, 543, 560~561
(1878) [footnotes omitted) {while “* * *
some quantum of individualized
suspicion is usually a prerequisite to
constitutional search or seizure]* * *
the Fourth Amendment imposes no

In contrast, the drug testing

minimal invasion of privacy. As the
Supreme Court has indicated, where
searches are undertaken in sitvations
where individualized suspicion is
lacking, other safeguards must be relied
upon to ensure that the discretion of the
party conducting the eearch is properly
defined and the scope of the searchis -
limited. See Delaware v. Prouse, 440 -
U.S. at 854-855 {footmote omitted): New
irreducible requirement of such York v, Burger, 107 5.Ct. 2638, 2848
suspicion”). (1887). The drug testing requirements of
Rather, "[the fundamental command  the final rule place significant
of the Fourth Amendment is that constraints on an employer's discretion
searches and seizures be reasonable in conducting drug testing. For example,

—=-interest in essuring thal eensjtive safety-

end evidence of drug use In the aviation -

requirements of the final rule involve s

the requirement for random drug testing

“talls for selection of an employee to be - -

tested in a'scientifically-acceptable
manner, such s use of & computer- -
based random number generator.
Requirements for testing baged on
reasonable cause or postaccident testing
also are severely circumscribed in order
\o limit an employer's discretion in
edministering such tests to employees.
Alag, the FAA will review the actual
employet anti-drug programs, required
to be submitted 1o the agency in -
accordance with provisions of the final
rule, to ensure that discretion is in fact
limnited in the administration of drug
tests under these programs. Cf. National
Treasury Employees Union v. Reagan,
No. 88-4058, slip op. at 14 [E.D.La. April
29, 1988) {holding that the
oonstitutionality of Executive Order
requiring Federal agencies to establish
drug testing programs for Federal
employees was not ripe for review since
each agency had not implemented a
finalized, particular plan).

The actual testing procedures that
ench employer ie required to implement
under this final rule also are tailored
narrowly to respect an employee's
reasonable expectation of privacy. The

+ DOT procedures governing collection of
conducted, the justification for initiating

urine samples, which are based on the
DHHS guidelines, are carefully designed
1o preserve privacy while pro the
integrity of the sample. The final rule
containg a number of important
employee safeguards, including privacy
during collection under the majority of
‘tircumstances, stringent laberatory .. .
safeguards, and provisions for
challenging results, Other employee
drug testing progratms incorporating the
collection and testing procedures af the
DHHS guidelines have been upheld
against constitutional attack. The DOT
procedures so closely resemble the
DHHS guidelines in all pertinent
respects that the Department of

_ Transportation is confident that these

procedures also will be upheld. See
American Federation of Government
Employees v. Dole, 670 F.Supp. 45
(D.D.C. 1887), appeal docketed, No. 87—
5417 {D.C.Cir. Dec. 11, 1087) {upholding
the conatitutionality of the Department

_ of Transportation program for random

drng testing of safety- and security-
sensitive agency employees); National
Agssociotion of Air Traffic Specialists v.
Dole, 2 Ind Emp.Ris, Cases (BNA) 88
(D.Alaska 1887) (denying a motian for a
preliminary infunction against the FAA's
use of urinalysis drug testing as part of
an annual physical examination of the .

" agency's air traffic specialists).

Equally significant is the fact that

. urine drug testing of sensitive safety-
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_ and pecurity-related employees is 10 be
conducted in the “context"” of the
employment relationship. As the
Supreme Court has pointed out, “{t]he
operational realities of the workplace
*** may mske some employees’
expectation of privacy unressonable.”
O'Connor v. Ortegn, 107 8.Ct. at 1498,
This is particularly important in
circumstances where the employee
works in an industry in which his or her
activities are subject to extensive
regulation. Thus, persons who work in
such “clesely regulated” industries have
a "reduced expectation of privacy” -
{New York v. Burger, 107 5.Ct. at 2646
and, "in effect consent[] to the :
restrictions placed upon them”
{Almeida-Sanchez v. United States, 413
U.S. at 271]. For these very reasons, two
Federal courts of appeals have upheld
urinalysis testing, in the absence of
particularized suspicion, in industries
where pervasive regulation hes reduced
an employee's expectation of privacy.
See Rushton v. Nebrasha Public Power
Dist., 844 F.2d 582, 566 {8th Cir. 1988)
{nuclear plant operators}: Shoemaker v.
Handel, 795 F.2d 1136, 1142 (3rd Cir.},
cert. denied, 479 U.5. 986 (1986)
{iockeys); Policemen's Benevolent
Ass'n., Locel 318 v. Township of
Washington, 850 F.2d 133 (ard Cir. 1988}
{police officers}.

It is beyond dispute that aviation has
always been subject to pervasive
regulation by the government and by
employers themselves. As one Federal
district court has noted: :

[tfhe rationale of the Third Circuit .
upholding drug urinalysis for jockeys in order
to protect the integrity of horse racing is even
more compelling when the public need for air
safety ia considered. I horse racing is
recognized as a closely or pervasively
regulated activity, then aviation activities
and the aviation industry are as much or
possibly more closely regulated.

Indeed, the creation of a federal agency
charged with the reaponsibility for ensuring
safe &ir travel reflects the public interest in
air safety. * * * [Tlhe public perception of air
safety not only is critical to the pirline
industry but to al! who fly. * * * [C]lose and
pervasive regulation of aviation related
sctivities is well established and * * * air
safety relates to serious rigk or hazards
which require close and constant attention.
National Association of Air Traffic Control
Specialists v. Dole. 2 Ind. Emp. Rts. Cases
(ENA) at 78. ’ :

The FAA recognizes that a number of
Federa! and State courts have rejected
government-mandated drug testing
program of Fourth Amendment grounds.
However, even courts striking drug
testing programs have recognized that
drug testing is appropriste in other
contexts. See e.g., Lovvorn v. City of
Chattanooga, 846 F.2d at 156531554

Martin, [.) [“When determining, then,
whether a mandatory drug search is
‘reasonable,' we believe that, as the
costs to society of an inpaired employee
increase, the requisite level of suspicion
“that & drug problem exists decreases.”};
Policemen’s Benevolent Ass'n, Local 318
v. Township of Washington, 872 F.Supp.
770, 792 {D.N.]. 1987), rev'd, 830 F.2d 133
{3rd Cir. 1988) ["[T]he need to prevent a
_major girline disaster presents a far
more compelling rationale than those
presented by the municipality in support
of lesting its police officers.”); American
Federation of Government Employees v,
Meese, No. C-88-1419-SAW (N.D.Cal.
June 18, 1888) (issuing a preliminary
injunction against a Bureau of Prison
plau to test randomly all agency

- employees but nonetheless noting that
*[t]bere are cases in which compulsory
drug testing may be justified in the
interest of public safety or security.”
Memorandum opinion at 2).

The FAA also is eware of the recent
Ninth Circuit decision holding
unconstitutional regulations :
promulgated by the Federal Railroad
Administration~-mandating blood and
urine tests of railroad employees who
are involved in certain train accidents
and fatal incidents and authorizing
breath and urine tests after certain
actidents, incidents, and yule
violations—because the rules do not
require a showing of "particularized
suspicion” drug or alcohol impairment
prior to testing. Railway Labor

Executive' Association v. Burnley, 839 .

F.2d 575 {gth Cir.), cert. granted, 108
8.Ct. 2033 (1988). The Ninth Circuit
based its views, in part, on the
proposition that ** * * the vast bulk of
frailroad] safety regulation is directed at
owners and managers of railroads, not
employees.” Id. at 585. The U.S.
govemment disagrees with the Ninth
Circuit panel's decision, which is
contrary to rulings in other Federal
sppellate courts. Moreover, contrary to
the Ninth Circuit's views of the Federal
Reilroed Administration's jurisdiction
over railroad employees, FAA's
jurisdiction over employees in the
aviation industry is clear and should not
be subiject to challenge on this basis.
The Supreme Court has granted the
government's petition for & writ of
certiorari in Reilway Labor Execulives’
Association v. Burnley and hes ordered
that this case be argued this term “in
tandem" with National Treasury
Employees Union v. von Raab, &18 F.2d
170 (5th Cir. 1987), cert. granied, 108
5.Ct. 1072 (1988) (upholding drug testing
of applicants for critical safety or
security sensitive positions in the U.S.
Custome Service). Decisions in these
cases may not be forthcoming until the

spring of 1988. However, in the absense
of Supreme Court guidance, the FAA
remains convinced that the need for
drug testing by urinalysis in the aviation
industry to determine fitness for duty of

-sensitive safety-or security-related

employees and, thereby, to ensure
public safety clearly outweighs the
privacy interest of individuals in this
class. ‘

While not totally free from doubt, it is
the opinion of the Department of
Transportation that the FAA's antl-drug
program, &nd similar regimens proposed
by other administrations within the

" Department, will be determined to be

constitutional. The critical need for
properiy-administered drug testing to
ensure thet employees in the

" transportation industry do not have

drugs or drug metabolites in their
system while performing sensitive
safety- and security-related functions
outweighs the reduced privacy interest
of these employees. -

Lack of Evidence of a Drug Problem
in the Avigtion Industry. Nearly every
commenter who opposes drug testing in
general, and random testing in
perticular, and even commenters who
support the comprebensive drug testing
proposels, raise the issue of lack of
evidence of a drug prablem in
commercia] aviation. On this basis, the
.commenters assert that the FAA cen not
justify the comprebensive proposals
contained in the NPRM. ALPA, the
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association,

“{AOPA), and the organizations

representing flight attendants maintain
that the industry should police itself in
the area of drug use and abuse.

FAA Response. The FAA made ng
attempt to obscure the lack of
widespread evidence of drug use or
sbuse among commercial aviation
personnel. However, after publication of
the NPRM in the Federal Register on
March 14, 1988, federal investigators

- released preliminary data showing that

the captein of Continental Air Express
Flight 2288, which crashed in Durango,
Colorado on January 19, 1988, may have
been impaited by drugs while operating
the aircraft, A preliminary report of the
National Transportation Safety Board
{NTSB] indicates that toxicological test
results show that the captain of Flight
2288 had cocaine and a cocsine
metabolite in his system at the time of
the crash. Seven passengers and the
pilot and copilot died in the accident.

In 1983, the NTSB issued an Aircraft
Accident Report (NTSB/AAR-84/11} on
the crash of Centra} Airlines Flight 27 in
Newark, New Jersey, on March 30, 1963,
The NTSH determined that the probable
cause of the crash of the Gates Learjet
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--nonscheduled, cargo-carrying aircraft
included “impairment of the flight
crew’s judgment, decisionmaking, and
flying abilities by a combination of
physiological and psychological
factors.” The NTSB did not conclude
that drug-impaired performance was the
sole tanse of the crash. However, the
report does state that test results
indicate that the captain had used
marijuans and the copilot had used, or
been exposed to. marijuana within the
24 hours preceding the crash. Also,
toxicological tests indicate that the
copilot's urine showed evidence of
g::stm-indicated use of an antihistamine

Additional evidence of illegal drug use
by individuals employed in the airline
industry appeared in the fall of 1988,
when & series of articles in the
Pittsburgh Press, based on interviews
with emergency room staffs at area
hospitals, highlighted 23 ceses of airline
flight crew drug abuse, Twenty of those
cases involved cocaine overdoses, two
were heroin reactions, and one dealt
with valium and slcohol. Twelve cackpit
crewmembers and eleven cabin
crewmembers were among those treated
by Pittsburg ares hospitals for drug use.

. Personnel st those hospitals also
indicated that they had treated
numerous cases of drug abuse among
non-fligh! employees, such as
mechanics. The Pittsburgh Press also
surveyed 17 drug treatment clinics
across the country and found that more
than BS pilots bad been treated for
cocaine addiction. A subsequent FBI
investigation of drug use in the
Pittsburgh area produced evidence that
a number of girline employees, including
cockpit. cabin, end ground
crewmembers, bad used cocaine,
marijuana, and other illegal drugs,
sometimes op duty or shortly before
reporting for duty.

The NPRM salso included comments
by & Part 121 and Part 135 certificate
holder that implemented an
unannounced drug testing program
applicable 1o its employees. This
company reporied that 2.5 percent of its
180 pilots end 4 percent of ita 240
mechanics tested positive for a trace, or
more, of illegal drug in their system,.
Date from the airline industry regarding
preemploym.ent screening of applicants
for various positions indicate that the
number of positive drug tests ranges
from 4.2 percent to 20 percent with
results as high as 25 percent 10 30
percent in some geographical locations.

Although this data does not show an
overwhelming drug problem in
commercial aviation, it does show
concrete evidence of drug use in the

commercial aviation sector. The FAA
recognizes that commercial aviation
personne] operate in & professional and
highly-regulated environment. However,
pursuant to the FAA's statutory
mandate to ensure aviation safety, the
FAA ulso must acknowledge that
commerciel aviation personnel are not
fmmune to, nor insulated from, drug use
or abuse that may affect safety-critical
job performance. The FAA believes that
any drug use in commercial aviation
warrants preventive and proactive
intervention by the FAA to ensure
aviation safety. The FAA believes that
this view is not inconsistent with the
incteasing awareness of several
avigtion employers who currently have,
as disclosed in their comments, basic
drug testing and employee rehabilitation
programs for their employees.

Although not a universally-expressed
opinion among the commenters, ATA
“fully embrace[s} the philosophy,
expressed in the NPRM, that individuals
who wish to work in aviation activities
that involve the safety of passengers, co-
workers, and others must not use illicit
drugs, even while off-duty.” Several
commenters, including RAA, note that to
the extent any drug use is occurring in
the gviation industry, it is a “safety -
issue and it is well within the purview of
the FAA to develop a comprehensive,
netionally applicable set of regulations.”
The Equal Employment Advisory
Counci! (EEAC]) believes that the
workplace is en appropriate
environment to intervene in the process
of individua! substance sbuse. EEAC
alap believes thai the FAA has correctly
concluded that the purpose of drug
iesting ig not to determine that an
employee is impaired by drugs at the
time of testing. Instead, testing is used to
enable an employer rationally to
determine if an employee has used drugs
and to conclude reasonably that there is
a possibility of future impairment based
on subsequent use.

Comments that the Proposed Rules
are Politically-Motivated. The FAA
received many comments that state that
the comprehensive anti-drug program
proposed by the FAA is based solely on
political perceptions and goals. The
commenters stress that DOT and the
FAA have surrendered to the public
hysteria over drug use and unfavorable
press reports of drug use in the aviation
industry. ’

FAA Response. Because this issue is
raised so frequently by the commenters,
the FAA chooses to address these
comments although they are beyond the
scope of the ralemaking. The war
againsi arugs Is one of this
Administration’s op priorities. Also,

Congress has enacted a substantial

" amount of legislation to address the nse, -

distribution, importation, and
interdiction of drugs in the United States
and is considering enactment of
additional legislation. Moreover, a
significant number of public opinion
polls indicate that the American public
is deeply concerned about the effect of
drug use by individuals in critical safety
occupations, including aviation. The fact

- that the Administration, Congress, and

the public are concemed about drug use
is noteworthy. However, the FAA is
iasuing the comprehensive anti-drug
program in this final rule-because it is
consistent with the FAA's statutory duty
to promulgate minimum standards to
ensure and promote aviation safety.
DHHS Guidelines. The FAA received
numerout comments, including
comments from drug testing laboratories
and companies supplying drug festing
equipment, on the guidelines for drug
testing promulgated by the Department
of Health and Human Services (DHHS).
Many of the commenters siate that the
certification requirements for drug
testing laboratories are too rigid
because the DHHS guidelines require
laboratories to have the capability to do

_ both initia! and confirmation testing at

the same laboratory site. The Director of
the Santa Maria Public Airport District
and Psychemedics Corporation, a
commenter &t the San Francisco public
bearing, suggest that the FAA use
analysis of hair, in liew of urinalysis
testing, to test for drugs on the basis that
bair analysis may be more accurate and
wore reliable. Psychemedics
Caorporation proposes that analysis of
bair samples would produce mare
complete results because hair conteins a
“Jangitudinal” history of drug use that
could revea! drug use in excess of 90
days before analysis, This commenter
also notes that the two-step process of
immunoassay and GC/MS analysis
would still be used; the only change
would be the material that was
analyzed. Federal Express strongly
opposes implementation of the DHHS
guidelines because they are overly-
burdensome on carriers with operations
in multiple locations.

Some commenters also state that a
split sample should be obtained from
each individual in order to ensure the
accuracy of the analysis. Several
commenters raise the issue that
specimens may be used by an employer
to test for physiclogical states, including
epilepsy and pregnancy, to discriminate
against spplicants and employees. A
few commenters consider the
reguirement of “monitored” specimen

~ collection, whether by listening to or
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direcily observing an individual, to be
embarrassing and intrusive, :
‘The AMA opposes the proposal to

require employers to comply with the -

DHHS guidelines. The AMA states that
these requirements would result in &n
undue hardship on avistion medical
examiners who must comply with chein-
of-custody procedures designed to
ensure the integrity of the apecimen.

The NTSB strongly concurs in the
requirement that drug testing
laboratories that analyze specimens
pursuant to the drug testing program
must meel the scientific and technical
DHHS guidelines and must be certified
by the Department of Health and
Human Services. Insofar as the DHHS
guidelines are inconsistent with other
NTSB comments, the NTSB recommends
that the FAA reviee the guidelines for
the industry drug testing program. ATA
agrees that only DHHS-approved labs
should be used for analyzing specimens
but that the DHHS guidelines should be
tailored to accommodate the particular
needs of the aviation industry.

The 5YVA Company and Drug
Screening Systems, Inc. submitted
comments to the FAA on the DHHS
guidelines. Both companies are involved
in the manufacture and supply of drug
screening systems end equipment. These
companies urge caution in the FAA's
proposal to adopt the DHHS guidelinea
besed on the restrictive and possibly
burdensome nature of the requirements
on employers required to conduct drug
tests pursuant to the rule. These
companies address several issues,
including batch requirements, on-site
collection, threshold drug levels, and
development of new testing procedures
not permitted under the current DHHS
guidelines.

IFFA feels strongly that the Enzyme
Multiplied Immunoassay Technique
{EMIT) test should not be used as part of
laboratory snalysis of specimens
because the test detects only the
presence of a drug metabolite of the
active drug and it often results in false-
positive results, false-negative results, or
misidentified results.

ALPA generally supports the proposal
to make the DHHS guidelines applicable
to collection and analysis of specimens.
However, ALPA believes that the FAA's
regulation should contain additional
employee safeguards. First, the
regulation should require split samples
during collection. Second, the regulation
should require that threshold drug levels
determined by a confirmation test be
consistent with the initia] test to account
for quantitative discrepancies in test
resulis that are not attributable to

"deterioration of the sample. Third, ALPA

sugg~sts that an employee should be

able to present the results of an

. independent tesi result to an MRO

during review of test results to - -
determine the validity of a positive test
result. Fourih, the regulation should
allow labor and management, through
collective bargaining, to inspect
laboratories and {0 perform quality
control and edministrative functions
related to any anti-drug program. ‘

Labor unicns, including TWU and the
Teamsters Union, advocate
development and implementation of
separate or additional guidelines to
safeguard the selection and performance
of Jaboratories analyzing specimens for
drugs or drug metabolites.

EEAC believes that the DHHS

guidelines are a valuable contribution to .

the goal of establishing procedurai
norms in collection and testing of
specimens. However, EEAC believes
that employers should eatablizh
individual procedures to ensure the
integrity of a sample and its analysis.
EEAC emphasizes that it is
inappropriate for the FAA to impose
such detailed requirements on private
employers.

FAA Response. In the NPRM, the FAA
proposed that all collection of
specimens and drug testing take place in
accordance with the “Mandatory
Guidelines for Federal Workplace Drug

- Testing Programs" published by the

Department of Health and Human -
Services {53 FR 11970; April 11, 1588).
The DHHS guidelines describe the
collection and testing procedures
applicable to all drug testing in the
Federal government, and they include
safeguards for the accuracy and privacy
of collection and testing.

The Department of Transportation has
determined that certain modifications of
the DHHS guidelines are eppropriate in
the context of this and other DOT-
operating administration drug-free
workplace regulations. The result will
be the DOT “Procedures for
Transportation Workplace Drug Testing
Programs,” which will be codified at 49
CFR Pert 40. These DOT procedures are
intended to preserve, to the greatest
extent practicable, the important
safeguards provided by the DHHS
guidelines,

Some of the modifications to the
DHHS guidelines will be aditorial in
nature (e.g., references to
responsibilities of “agencies” are
changed to references to “employers”).
Other modifications are intended to take
into account differences in the situations
of Federal agencies and DOT-regulated
industries. For example, in testing at
remote sites, DOT-regulated industries
may find it necessary to conduct some
kinds of testing in medical facilities or

. through the use of mobile units, rather

than the more permanent collection situs
contemplated by the DHHS guidelines,
It may not be practicable for regulated
employers to maintain on-site i
permanent logbooks. Consequently the
DOT procedures would permit
alternative collection and recordkeeping
procedures in these circumstances.
The Office of the Secretary in the
Department of Transportation will
publish elsewhere in today’s Federal
Register an interim final rule with
request for comments entitled,
“Procedures for Transportation
Workplace Drug Testing Programs,” that
will codify the Department of Health -
and Human Services guidelines for drug
testing at 49 CFR Part 40. This new part
will set forth requirements for such -
things as specimen collection
procedures, laboratory procedures, and
guality assurance and certification -
procedures. The rule will provide
guidance on how this rule shall be

" implemented. .

During the comment period on the
FAA's NPRM, and those rules proposed
by other DOT operating administrations,
comments were received concerning the -
DHHS guidelines. These comments are
noted in this preamble and &lso will be
transferred to the Department of
Transportation to be incorporated in the
docket for the Office of the Secretary
{OST} interim final rule creating 4¢ CFR
Part 40. OST will respond to those
comments, as well as comments
received during the comment period for
Part 40, in its notice following the end of
that comment period.

The FAA proposed only urine testing
in the proposals contained in the NFRM.
The suggestion of drug testing using
analysis of hair specimens raises an
issue within the expertise of the
Department of Health and Human
Services. Thus, at this time, DOT and
the FAA do not intend to deviate from
urinalysis as the technique for
determining the presence of drugs or
drug metabolities in an employee's
system. ,

The FAA acknowledges the AMA
comments regarding the inability of all
aviation medical examiners to comply
with the collection and chain-of-custody
procedures contained in the DHHS
guidelines due to the lack of appropriate
facilities for collection. The FAA does
not agree with the AMA that the
requirements are overwhelming or
overly-burdensome. Although ithe AMA
was not specific regarding its objection
to the collection and chain-of-custody
procedures, DOT has included
provisions in the DOT procedures to
address some of the difficulties
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associeted with collection and chain-of-
<custody procedures that may not have
been appropriate for private entities.
However, the FAA and DOT believe
that strict collection and chain-of-
custedy procedures are critical to ensure
the integrity and identity of & specimen
E‘uwded by an employee, Thus, DOT

¢ retained these protections in its
modification of the DHHS guidelinea,
Moreover, only those aviation medical
examiners who choose to provide this
service to commercial aviation
personnel during a physical examination
are required to conform to the minimum
procedures contained in the DOT
procedures.

Consistent with the suggestion of the
NTSB and other commenters, the
Department of Transportation will
modify the DHHS guidelines to tailor the
provisions for application by private
entities. The DOT procedures will not
modify the basic, technological aspects
of the rule (e.g.. DHHS certification of
lsboratories, testing methodologies,
collection procedures, and chain-of-
custody procedures). Any arguably
substantive changes from the DHHS
guidelines will be included only to
reduce practical and administrative
burdens on private entities. These
changes will be discussed in an
ancillary document published by the
Department of Transportation in the

* Federal Register. DOT and the FAA
believe that the DOT procedures will
provide adequate and appropriate
procedures for collection and testing of
samples. Although the FAA anticipates
that the DOT procedures will prove to
be an effective and efficient method of
collection and testing, experience under
the testing program or & change in the
circumstances or needs of the industry
may warrant further regulatory revisions
in the future.

Accuracy of Drug Test Results. Many
commenters base their opposition to
drug testing on the perceived inaccuracy
of analysis and test results. The
commenters include the issues of false-
positive test results, passive inhalation
of illicit drugs, misidentification of licit

s, and ingestion of food substances,
including poppy seeds, resulting in a
positive drug test result.

FAA Response, The FAA {s aware of
these expressed conceme because each
of these issues surfaced in the early
19805 with the first series of drug testing
programs introduced in the military and
the private sector. In the early years of
drug testing and analysis, laboratory
gecurity and analytical procedures had
not reached today’s level of
sophistication. False-positive test resulta
cccur primarily in anglysis of a

.

specimen daring an initial screening
test, although contemporary screening
tests, such 83 Immunoassay tests, have
become extremely accurate and
approach 99 percent accuracy levels.
Despite ita increased accuracy, the
initial screening test remains a less
expensive test used only to yield a
preliminary indication of the possible
presence of drugs or drug metabolites. In
order to ensure the integrity and
accuracy of any test result, each positive
initial screening test result must be
confirmed using GC/MS analysis or
unother confirmatory procedure that
may be subsequently approved by
DHHS end incorporated into the DOT
procedures. The GC/MS confirmation
test is an exiremely accurate and
sophisticated test and is virtually error-
free when used in compliance with the
DHHS guidelines. The DOT “Procedures
for Transportation Workplace Drug
Testing Programs™ (48 CFR Part 40), will
be essentially identical to the
“Mandatory Guidelines for Federal
Workplace Drug Testing Programs”
published by the Department of Health
and Human Services on April 11, 1868,

Employers must comply with the DOT
procedures when conducting a testing
program pursuknt to the final rule. Like
the DHHS guidelines, the DOT
procedures will provide a system of
checks end balances during collection
and analysis of specimens. This system
ensures the integrity and accuracy of the
tests using appropriate scientific |
methods and rigid chain-of-custody
procedures. An employer may only use
& laboratory that complies with the DOT
procedures, Also. an employer may only
use 2 laboratory that has been certified
by DHHS to process and analyze
specimens required by the FAA rule.
The DOT procedures regarding testing
methodologies and technical matters
will be identical to the DHHS guidelines.
Thus, employers will be able to use any
DHHS-certified laboratory since the
leboratories will not necessarily be
required to use different analytical
techniques and testing methodelogies
for different entities conducting testing,
The Department of Transportation
expects that sufficient laboratories will
have been certified for drug analysis by
the Department of Health and Human
Services by early 1989. However, the
FAA will extend the compliance dates
contained in this fina] rule if DHHS has
not certified a sufficient number of
laboratories to efficiently and accurately
process and analyze specimens
E:lrsuam to the requirementa of this finel

e

Since the mid-1980s, laboratories have
become increasingly sophisticated in

their analytica! methods and chain-of-
custody procedures. Many isboratories
have compiled extensive records
demonstrating scientific accuracy and
protection of individual specimens. For
example, CompuChem Laboratories, a
raajor drug testing laboratory, has
analyzed over 500,000 utine samples,
conducting discrete testing for nine
different drugs which resulted in nearly
five million distinct analyses of these
specimens, since 1980. CompuChem also
has analyzed approximately 750,000
urine samples for the presence of two
different drugs, resulting in nearly 1.5
million analyses of these specimens,
pursuant to its contract with the
military. None of the over six million
analyses performed for DOT, the
military, and other private and public
entities has resulted in & false-positive
tes! result.

In late 1987, &8 CompuChem clerical
worker incorrectly fabeled two samples
that belonged to DOT employees.
Within hours after the test results were
questioned by the medical review
officer, CompuChem end the medical
review officer had identified and
corrected the error. CompuChem was
not satisfied with its prompt resolution
of the error. As stated in its comment to
the NPRM, CompuChem has instituted
an additiona! system of review, by
CompuChem personnel and computer
checks, to ensure that “* * * this one in
a million error will not reoccur.”

Another drug iesting firm, PharmChem
Laboratories, has conducted over eight
million nonmilitary drug tests
nationwide. In its statement to the FAA
during the public hearing held in San
Francisco on June ¢, 1988, PharmChem
notes that several courts have
determined that the GC/MS
confirmation test is “virtually 100
percent accurate, assuming that proper
chain-ef-custody procedures are
followed.”

The FAA does not believe that the
issue of "passive inhalstion” of
marijuana smoke will prove to be a
significant issue leading to false-positive
test results. Firsl, PharmChem's -
statement indicates that the DHHS
threshold levels that would result in &
positive drug test result for the presence
of marijuana or marijuana metabolites
(to be incorporated completely and
without change in the DOT procedures)
are set at a level sufficiently high to
preclude the possibility of a positive test
result based on passive inhalation of
marijuana smoke, Second, studies
conducted to simulate the conditions
that result in passive inhalation have
been condocted in artificially-devised
and extremely confining areas that were
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_ poor]y ventilated. Also, in order to
obtuin a positive test reault, testing was
conducled immediately after this
prolonged acd infensive exposure to the
marijuana smoke. Based on the FAA's
knowledge of these studies, the FAA bas
concluded that it is highly unlikely that
the identica! circumstances would be
encountered or accurately reproduced
outside a laboratory,

Finally, the FAA helieves that the

" safeguards that will be provided in the
DOT procedures and by the medical
review officer [MRO) review process,
which are essentially identica! to the -
DHHS guidelines, will preclude
misidentification of food substances or
licit drugs that might produce & false-
positive test result. The DOT procedures
will provide ar individual m& an
opportunity to report any legal or
prescription drugs that he or she may be
taking &t the time of collection of the
specimen. The MRO’s broad authority to
interpret each confirmed positive test
result, to evaluate an employee based
on the MRO's knowledge of drug abuse
disorders, and to verify that a confirmed
positive test result is accurate should
preclude misidentification of food
substances or licit drugs taken in
accordance with a valid prescription. In
summary, the FAA believes that the
two-slep testing process, coupled with
the DOT procedures, provides a process
by which an individual is protected from
erroneous false-positive drug test
results.

Preemployment Testing. Mast
organizations and individuals do not
object to the concept of preemployment
testing. AOPA supports preemployment
testing at the discretion of the employer.
Operators who hire pilots or
crewmembers pursuant to short-term
contracts believe that a preemployment
test is burdensome if required each time
a pilot ig rehired pursuant o a new
contract. These entities suggest that
preempioyment tests be given only at
the time of training or placement on a
bid list for contracts.

Suburban Airlines has required
preemployment lesting of all flight crew
applicants for over a year. Suburban
supports 100 percent preemployment
testing of the aviation employees
proposed in the NPRM. The Director of
the Santa Maria Public Airport District
also supports preemployment testing
end suggests that preemployment testing
be implemented immediately.

The Soaring Society of America (SSA)
believes that small business employers
should have the option of requiring
preemployment drug testing as a
condition of employment, SSA feels that
preemployment testing should be
optional beczuse applicants can

circumvent detectionina :
preemployment drug test merely by
abstaining from drug use for a short
period of time before the preemployment
test.

' FAA Response. The FAA believes thst
preemployment testing is a necessary
component of an effective anti-drug
program. Pursuant to the rule, a
preemployment drug test is required

. only when an applicant has been

selected for employment in a sensitive
safety- or security-related position with
the employer. The preemployment
testing provision does not require an
employer to test each applicant fora -
sensitive safety- or security-related
position. The rule simply states that an
employer may not hire an applicant to
perform sensitive safety- or security. -
related functions unless the applicant
has passed a drug test. Therefore, the
employer need only test an applicant
before actually hiring the applicant for a
sensitive safety- or security-related
position. :

The FAA has revised the proposed
rules in ways which ahould ease the
burden on operators who frequeatly
rehire employees pursuant to short-term
contracts. The FAA believes that the
central issue regarding the frequency of
preemployment testing is the continuity
of en employee’s involvement in an
employer’s drug testing program. An .
employer is required to conduct a .
preemployment test only the first time
thet an employee i hired pursuant to a
contract with that employer so long as
the individua] remains in the employer's

‘program, even during periods between

contracts. The individual, thus, wonld be
subject continuously to drug testing. In
addition, so long &5 an employee is
subject to an FAA-approved anti-drg
program, another employer may nse that
employee ta perform sensitive safety- or
security-related functions, Thus, an
{ndividual who participates through a
consortium would be able to provide
services on s contract basis to multiple
empioyers without having to submit to
subsequent preemployment tests or to
participate in another employer's drug
testing program. If an employee has not
been continuously subject to an FAA-
spproved anti<lrug program, an
amployerlwuuld b;nr::uimd to conduct
& preemployment test.

In the FAA’s opinion, it would be
permissible for an employer to allow &
contract employee to continue in the
employer's anti-drug program after
termination of a contract. Particularly in
the case of an employer who hires
employees pursuant to a seties of short-
term contracts, both the employer and
the employee benefit if the employee is
continuously subject to a drug testing

program. The employer could "rehire”
the employes at any time but would not
be required to give the employee
another preemployment drug test. In
addition, the employee could perform
sensitive safety- or security-related -
functions for another employer on a
temporary basis but would not be
required to participete in another
employer's anti-drug program or to
submit to another preemployment drug
fest. To the extent that the employee is
not covered by an FAA-approved anti-
drug program. an employer would be
required to conduct & preemployment
drug test before the employee could be
hired by a subsequent employer or
rehired by a previous employer.

Periodic Testing. AOPA believes that
periodic drug testing should not be part
of an employer's drng testing program
but should only be conducted based on
the reasoned judgment of an aviation
medical examiner, RAA supports
periodic testing during medical
certification at least once each calendar
year, RAA believes that the employee
should bear the caost of the periodic test.
Federal Express does not oppose
pericdic testing but believes that it
should be ted to the FAA medical
examination. .

The AMA opposes periodic drug tests
as part of & routine medical examination
because compliance with collection and
chain-of-custody procedures, such as
those contained in the DOT procedures
and the DHHS guidelines, would be an
undue burden on aviation medical
examiners. ‘

ATA stated that its association is not
convinced that periodic testing
effectively deters illicit drug use because
of the relative ease with which this test
can be circumvented by abstinence.
SSA generally does not endorse periodic
testing because an employee can avoid
detection by relatively short-lived
abstinence before any announced
periodic test. '

FAA Response. The FAA agrees with
the commenters that announced periodic
testing can be circumvented by an
employee’s abstinence from drug use. .
However, periodic testing does enable .
an employer to identify those employees
wha are so heavily-dependent on drugs
that they are unable to abstain from
drug use for even a short period of time
prior to a periodic test.

The FAA has modified the periodic
testing requirement of the regulation.
Under the proposed regulation, an
employee who holds 8 medical
certificate would have been required to
submit a specimen for drug testing as
part of each medical examination
reguired pursuant to Part €7, The revised
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section makes it clear that an individual
is required to submit a specimen for
drug lesting during the first medical
examination of the employee during the
calendar year after implementation of
the anti-drug program. Therefore, pilots -
who hold Class ! medical certificates,

. who are required to have periodic
medical examinations at 6-month
intervals, must be tested only once
during one of the medical examinations
of the year pursuant to the anti-drug
program,

The revised section also stetes that an
employer may discontinue periodic
" testing after the first year of program
implementation when the employer has
implemented its random testing program
according to the implementation
schedule and, therefore, is conducting a
significant number of random tests. The
periodic testing requirement will ensure
that all current employees who hold
medical certificates will be tested once
during the first year of implementation
of an employer's anti-drug program;
mosl of the employees who hold medical
certificates also will be pubject to
~ random selection for testing during part

of the first year of implementation. The
' majority of random testing programs
will be operational after the first year of
implementation and periodic testing,
which is less effective than random
testing, will no longer be a necessary
tomponent of an employer's anti-drug
program. The FAA anticipates that these
revisions will provide maximum drug
detection capability and ease the
transition to a full random testing
program. The FAA considers the
revision 1o be appropriate to relieve
some of the significant economic and
administrative burdens noted by the
commenters who believe that periodic
testing is an ineffective and ineffective
drug deterrent.

Random Testing. Most individual
commenters oppose random testing for &
variety of reasons. Among these reasons
is the lack of evidence of drug use or
abuse in aviation to warrant random
testing. invesion of individual privacy,
and violation of constitutionally-
protected rights.

AOPA opposes random testing
primarily on the basis of the unsettled
constitutional issues surrounding
random testing and the burden imposed
by this testing method on law abiding
citizens. ACQPA suggests that the FAA
delay promulgation of a final rule until
the issues raised by random testing are
substantially resolved by the Supreme
Court in Railway Labor Executives'
Association v. Burnley and National
Treasury Employees Unjon v. von Raab
{cited previously). AOPA states that, by

awaiting any Supreme Court decision,
the FAA could ensure that the final rule
is in conformity with guidance :
enunciated in the Supreme Court’s

- opinion in Burnley and von Racb. One

commenter submitted comments
individually, as national litigation .
counsel for AOPA, and on behalf of the
California Aviation Counci! and the

. Orange County Aviation Association.

This commenter states thet the NPRM is
an unconstitutional invasion of privecy
and & viclation of an individual's
procedural due process rights, The
commenter believes that the NPRM
should be withdrawn to await the
Supreme Court's impending decisions.

The AMA supported random testing
only as part of &a comprehensive
rehabilitation program. The AMA
believes that random testing is not cost
effective, is unnecessarily intrusive, and,
without confirmation testing, ranndom
screening tests are inaccurate.

In addition to soliciting comments on
the general concept of random testing,
the FAA solicited comments on an
appropriate random testing rate of up to
125 percent. Several small business
entities, including TEMSCO Helicopters,
Inc., Henson Alrlines, and Tramco, Inc.,
oppose the random testing requirement’
based on the financial and -
administrative burdens associated with
& 125 percent testing rate, transportation
of employees ta the collection site, and
replacement of personnel during testing,
TEMSCO Helicopters suggests that a
random testing rate of 10 percent will
enable the industry to determine if there
is a drug problem in aviation without
overburdening the industry. RAA also
believes that & 125 percent random
testing rate is overreaching and
unwarranted; however, if the FAA
proceeds with @ random testing
provision, RAA suggesis that a 50
percent random testing rate is
appropriate. Although Suburban
Airlines strongly supports random
testing, Suburban believes that a 50
percent random testing rate of the
employees proposed in the NPRM would
relieve the unjustifiable economic
burden on & cost-benefit basis, ERA
Aviation, Inc., a Part 121 and Par 135
certificate holder operating more than 12
helicopters and 12 airplanes, believes
that unannounced random testing is the
most effective deterrent to drug abuse.
However, ERA questions a requirement
to randomly test 125 percent of the
employees on an annual basis, ERA
believes that random testing of 25
percent to 50 percent of the affected
employee groups, coupled with periodic
testing, would provide a sufficient

deterrent to drug use if the penalties for
positive test recults were severe, .
NTSB opposes the random testing
requirement of the proposed rules.
However, if random testing were

" included in the final rule, the NTSB

believes that a relatively high random
testing rate would be a more effective
deterrent to drug use. The acting
Chairman of the NTSB did not concur
with the NTSB's position regarding
random testing; the acting Chajrman
supports random testing provided that
the random testing rate is sufficiently
high to serve as a deterrent to drug use.
ATA, Americen Airlines, and Delta
Airlines support the FAA's mandatory
random testing provision because it
would provide the maximum deterrent
effect to illicit drug use. ATA supports &
random testing rate of 50 percent baged
on a review of Department of Defense
and private industry drug testing
programs. American Airlines also
supports the mandatory random testing
provision and a 125 percent random
testing rate. A consultant to American
Airlines on the issue of drug abuse
prevention in the workplace, who
submitted an affidavit attached to
comments by American Aitlines, ia

- convinced that random drug testing is

“the only powerful and proven means of
detecting drug use and drastically
reducing drug use and thereafter
preventing further drug problems from

“oceurring.” On the other hand, Federal

Express states that random testing
should be permitted, but not mandated,
by regulation. Federal Express states
that if the FAA ultimately mandates
random testing, carriers should be
allowed to choose & random testing rate
between 15 percent to 50 percent.
Federal Express slso believes that
carriers should be free to set different
random testing rates for different groups
of employees.

There was almost universal
opposition to random testing by unions
and organizations representing
employees. ALPA, the Transport
Workers Union of American {TWU), and
the International Brotherhood of
Teamsters (Teamsters Union) are
adamantly opposed to random testing.
ALPA [Council #12) concurs in ALPA's
general opposition to random drug
testing of professionals in the aviation
industry. The Teamaters Union states
that & drug testing program is a change
in working conditions which, in
accordance with Federal labor law, is a
mandatory subject of collective
bargaining.

SSA does not oppose rendom testing
of employees, However, in order to
provide a workable and eflective anti-
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" drug program for small business, SSA
suggests that entities employing 12 or
fewer full-time employees be exempted
from the random testing requirement.
55A defines “full-time employees” as
those individuals who work for an
employer at leest 30 bours per week or 5
days per week and have maintained that
schedule for et least 90 days.

One commenter, who spoke at the San
Francisco public hearing on June 9, 1988,
has been e practicing physician for 24
years and has devoted the past seven
years {o the exclusive practice of
aviation medicine. This commenter has
worked regularly with EAP
representatives and has been {nvolved
with “* * * hundreds of airline
employees before, during and after
treatment for drug and alcohol
dependencies.” Based on the
commenter's extensive experience in
drug and alcohol use by aviation
employees, he observes that the present
system of relying oo ** * * peer and
supervisory identification, and a highly
visible employee assistance program,”
and on 8 scheme of “preemployment,
for-cause and fitness-for-duty drug
testing, enables significantly impaired
employees to remain in the workforce.”
Therefore, this commenter concludes
that in order to eliminate those
remaijning risks, “* * * there I8 nothing
more we cah do short of random
testing.”

FAA Response. While noting the
constitutional issues surrounding the
issue of random testing discussed
previously, the FAA continues to believe
that unannounced testing based on
random selection is a fundamental
camponent of an eJective drug testing
program. Unannounced, rendom testing
has proven to be en effective deterrent -
15 drug use and will provide salety
benefits to the aviation community by
reducing or eliminating drug use by
sensitive safety- or security-related
eviation personnel. Unannounced,
randem testing programs initiated by the
military, including the Coast Guard, and
private industry show declining drug
use, evidenced by a decrease in the
number of individuals who test positive
for drugs, over the course of the drug
testing program.

The FAA received many comments
regarding the proposed random testing
rates. Severzl commenters suggest a
random testing rate of 125 percent
because that rate would result in the
most significant deterrent to drug use in
the aviation industry. However, other
ccmmenters who address this issue
believe that a 125 percent random
testing rate would be excessive and
wold irepose e significant economic

burden, particularty on small aviation

- businesses. The commeniers propose &
range of random testing rates starting at

.10 percent annually. The majority of the
commenters suggest that an annual 50
percent random testing rate for the
sviation industry Is appropriate. These
commenters believa that the 50 percent
testing rate accomplishes several goals
consistent with the intent of the - -

proposal, -

In response to the commenters, the
FAA has substantially revised the
random testing proposa! in the NPRM in
order to reduce the practical and
administrative burdens associated with
initiating an unannounced testing
program bysed on random selection of
employees. The FAA's approach also is
designed fo provide a random testing
rate that balances cost effectiveness and
burdens on employees and employers
but still results in an eflective and
credible deterrent to drug use.

For some employers, particularly
those with a large number of employees
subject 1o drug testing, it may be a
substantial burden to move from no
random drug testing of employees
directly to random testing of 50 percent
of the covered employees. For example,
#f required to have tested 50 percent of
all covered employees by the end of the
first year, employers might have to test
etrates far above a 50 percent rate
toward the end of the year, to make up
for lower rates &t the beginning of the
year. Employers should be permitted to
stari the program et a lower testing rate
and work up to a 50 percent rate as
experience is gained and the testing
procedure becomes administratively
routirie. The FAA does not want to
treate a situation which might lead to
inadvertent mistakes by requiring initial
unannounced testing based on random
selection at too high a rate.

The final rule, therefore, provides an
implementation procedure that would
ellow employers to phase in
unannounced drug testing based on
random selection of employees during
the first 12 months in which tests are
required to be conducted Employers
would not be required ta reach an
annualized rate of 50 percent until the
lest test collection of the first year of the
program. The total number of
unannounced tests based on randem
selection of employees during the first
12 months of the employer's testing
program would have to equal at least 25
percent of the covered employee
population. Also, the employer is
required to space the lests reasonably
throughout the year. This approach will

" provide a sufficient leve] of deterrence

to drug vse and will permit the employer
to phase in the 50 percent rate,

Suppose, for example, that an -
employer has 1000 sensitive safety- or
security-related employees. Atase "~
percent annual rate, the employer would
be required {0 conduct 500 unannounced
tests based on random selection during
a year. Under the phased approach,
however, the employer could conduct
only a few drug tests at the beginning of
the program and then gradually increase
the number of tests until, by the end of
the first year, the annualized rate of 50
percent was achieved. Thus, if the
employer's drug testing plan
contemplated administration of
unannounced tests based on random
selection on 12 occasions d the
year, the employer would need to collect
42 urine specimens for analysis (500
divided by 12) on the last occasion, but
could collect fewer specimens until then.
Overall, the employer would have to
collect at least 250 specimens for
enalysis during the first year. In
subsequent years, the employer is
required to maintain the 50 percent
annualized rate for tnannounced testing
based on random selection of
employees. .

The FAA believes that the final rule
provides a moderate, but substantial,
level of testing based on random
selection that enables an employer to
increase random testing gradually
during the first year of program
implementation. During subsequent
years of the program, the employer must
maintain an annualized rate of 50
percent of the covered employees. In
order to determine the appropriate
number of employees that must be
tested to reach the appropriate
*annualized rate” for the random testing
program, the employer shall refer to the
number of employees subject to the rule
at the beginning of a calendar year.

At this time, the FAA believes that
this phased program, ultimately reaching
a testing level equivalent to 50 percent
of the covered employees, will provide a
sufficient deterrent to drug use without
imposing en undue economic or
administrative burden on employers and
employees subject to the requirements
of the regulation. In addition, the
program will produce a sufficient dsta
base &t different annualized rates and
festing levels for the FAA to analyze the
scope of any drug problem in the
commercial aviation Industry generally
or within any particular sector of the
commercial aviation community,
Analysis of the random drug testing
data stbmitted by an employer will
allow the FAA to determine if the
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random testing program should be
revised in any manner.,

The phased program and the finel 50 -

percent random testing rate is consistent
with the random testing program
currently applicable to safety- and
security-gensitive employees of the
Department of Transportation. DOT's
random testing program beganin
September 1987; the random testing rate
bas gradually increased and will reach
an annualized rate of 50 percent by
October of this year. Data from
September 1987 to the present show that
the current detection rate found as a

_ result of DOT's random drug testing
program is 0,83 percent; dsta from
February 1987 to the present show that
the current detection rate for FAA and
DOT's periodic {(e.g., scheduled) testing
Program is 0.012 percent.

According to the provisions of the
final rule, all employers are required to
randomly select a sufficient number of
employees ic enable the employer to
conduct unannounced testing of
employees who perform sensitive
safety- or security-related duties for the
employer at the appropriate rate during
the calendar year. In order to conduct
enough tests to reach the required
percentage, an employer may be
required to select a number of
employees who perform a sensitive
safety- or security-related functions for
unannounced testing that is in excess of
the actual number to meet the required
percentage. Selection of a greater
number of employees enables the
employer to reach the appropriate
annualized rate despite ebsences due to
vacations and medical leave or
absences due 1o an inability to reach a
collection site resulting from travel or
duty requirements.

If a consortium has been establigshed
among employers or operators, the
consortium would be required to select
and to test the appropriate rate of the
aggregate total of employees subject to
the final rule who are covered by the
consortium. The testing rate of the
consortium will be attributed to each
employer participating in the
consortium. In the FAA's opinion, the
consortium's testing rate can be
&tiributed to each participalix:g
employer, although less than the
appropriate percentage of the employees
of a particular employer has been tested
during a calendar year, without
significantly decreasing the deterrent
effect of a random testing program. An
employer or consortium that develops a
random selection scheme involving
preliminary selechion criteria, such as
geographical zones, must specify these
schemes or vanations in the employer's

anti-drug plan. The FAA realizes that
these variations may provide
-administrative sase for an employer. .
However, the FAA must review these
variations to ensure that the sacheme
does not dilute the required annualized
rate required by the final rule. S
The FAA received comments from

" small aviation businesses regarding the

difficulty of testing a largbe number of
employees on a random basis during the
first year of implementation of the rule.
‘In response to these comments, the FAA
substantially revised the provisions of
the propoaed rule. Certain Part 135
certificate holders whose total
workforce includes 11 to 50 sensitive
safety- or security-related employees

-are given additional time to submit a

random testing plan and to ensure that
the appropriate percentage of the
sensitive safety- and aecurity-related
employees are subject to unannounced
testing on a random selection basis
during a calendar year, The FAA
encourages these employers to develop
a comprehensive random festing plan as
soon as possible. As discussed later,
Part 135 certificate holders that employ
10 or fewer covered employees and
those individuals or entities listed in
§ 135.1(b), who are otherwiee exempt
from the requirements of Part 135 but
are included in the fina] rule because
they are engaged in operations for
compensation or hire, are given
additional time to develop and
implement an anti-drug program that
includes rendom testing. The FAA notes
that the final rule does not restrict the
ability of these employers to submit a
random testing program, and to
implement that program, earlier than the
timeframes contained in the final rule.

Some commenters address the issue
.of the difficulty in developing an
efficient end successful random testing
program. The FAA notes that the rule
provides flexibility to an employer to
begin the random testing program at a
lower random testing rate s0 long as the
required percentage of covered
employees have been selected on a
random basis and have been tested by
the end of the first year after approval of
the employer's anti-drug program or
random testing plan. For example, an
‘employer may test small increments of
employees at the beginning of a period
and may test & large percentage of
employees at the end of the same period
to achieve the annualized rate that is
required by the final rule.

Postaccident Testing. AOPA supporis
postaccident testing if it is conducted by
the NTSB. AOPA believes that
postaccident testing should not be a part

of an employer's drug testing program

and should not be cor_:du_dted by the
FAA. - '
The NTSB comments that the 24-hour

.period provided for postaccident testing

in excessive. The NTSB recommends

_ that the FAA gpecify a maximum period
. of four hours for collection of a

postaccident drug test end provide an
appropriate penalty for failure to collect -
the specimen within the 4-hour period.
‘The NTSB believes that delays of more
than four hours in sample collection
impair detection of a dmg and its -
“psychoactive component(s)” in blood
samples, particularly substances such as
cocaine, marijuana metabolites, some
amphetamines, and pbencyclidine [PCP).
The NTSB alsc suggests that blood
testing is the preferable method for
postaccident testing and suggests that
the FAA permit this method of testing
for the presence of drugs after an
accident. ATA also suggests that
postaccident testing should be
conducted within 4 hours afier an
accident and, in no case, later than 12
hours after an accident.

ATA recommended that the NTSB's
definition of “incident” should be added
to the postaccident testing provision to

_ cover situations when an aircraft is

empty or when personal injury or
physical damnage is less severe than
specified in the postaccident teating
provision. ATA also believes that
postaccident testing should be
conducted unless a supervisor
determines that an employee's drug use
was not & contributing factor in the .
accident. FEIA believes that
postaccident testing is "“wasteful and
fintrusive” unless the accident clearly is
caused by the person to be tested and
there is individualized probable cause to
believe that the employee was impaired
at the time of the accident. )

SSA does not comp!etely endorse
postaccident testing based on a variety
of practical considerations that S5A
believes are unresolved in the regulation
as proposed. However, SSA states that
postaccident testing, after an NSTB-
defined accident, of any employee
working for a small business should be
conducted as deemed feasible by the
employer. SSA believes that

" posteccident testing should be

conducted within 24 hours il the
employer determines that testing is
feasible and appropriate. Also, if the
employer determines that testing is not
feasible, the FAA may request an
explanation from the employer during
the routine investigation of the accident.
FAA Response. In the NPRM, the FAA
proposed thal postaccident tests be
conducted within 24 hours after an
accident based on the possibility that



difficulties may arise efter an accident
In tranaporting an individual to a

- colléction site or bringing a drug testing
kit to the scene of the accident., The
FAA is aware that extended delays in
sample callection and testing after an .
sccident may result in deterioration or
elimination of a drug or & drug
metabolite from & person’s system.
Recognizing these difficulties and
concerns, the FAA hae modified the

~ postaccident testing provision. Under
the final rule, an employer must copduct
postacciden? testing of an employee as
soon &3 passible after the accident but
in no case Ister than 32 hours after the
accident. Selection of this time period
comports with the DOT's postaccident
drug testing program for DOT
employees, which provides 4 meximum
of 8 hours to delermine if an employee is
required to be tested and an additional
24 hours to actuzlly obtain a sample for
testing.

‘The FAA strongly encourages
employers ia promptly determine if an
employee is subject to postaccident
testing, perticularly in cases where there
is little or no nuncertainty that an
employee’s performance was a
contributing factor in the accident The
FAA intends to vigorously enforce the
regulation where there is unreasonable
delay in determining whether an
employee should be tested under this
provision or where there is
unreasonable delay in testing efier the
determination to test is made. Although
several commenters who address the
issue suggest time periods of less than
24 hours, it is the FAA's opinion that 8
maximum period of 32 hours is &
workable and reasonable
accommodation that is appropriate for
the eviation industry,

The NTEB's suggestion that the FAA
require an employer to conduct
postaccident testing within four hours
after an accident is based on the time-
sensitive nature of toxicological testing
of blood samples. On the other hand,
urinaelysis testing does not involve the
extreme time-critical considerations
essociated with collection and testing of
blood samgles. In the FAA's opinion,
postaccident urinalysis testing is
rufficient at this time to provide an
indication ¢f an individual's drug use
that may have been a causal factor in en
aviation acrident.

Also, the FAA proposed only wrine
testing in the NPRM, specifically
excluding blood testing as an option, for
al] drug tests that would be conducted
under the eati-drug program. Therefore,
the FAA considers the NTSB's
suggestion to be beyond the scope of the
notice and the FAA has not adopted

-accidents. In

NTSB's suggestion to permit -
postaccident festing by collecting a
blood sample. In the gviation context,
the significant praportion of serious
accidents involving fatalities to
crewmerbers provides data with
respect to involvement in those
e FAA's judgment,
extending full toxicological testing to
surviving crewmembers is not .
warrapted at this time.

Presently, the FAA is not convinced
that including the NTSB's definition of
“incident” as a trigger for drug testing is
warranted. As diacussed below, the
FAA believes that the revisions to the
section providing for testing based on
reasonable cause will adequately
address circumstances that might

- gqualify s “incidents.” The current

provisions allow sufficient, but limited,
latitude to an employer to determine
whether an employee should be tested
following an incident or an accident not
covered by the NTSB's definition of
accident.

Although several commenters suggest
that the FAA expand the scope of the
postaccident testing pravision, the FAA
believes that the postaccident testing
pravision, limiting testing to only those
employees whose performance may
have been a cause of the accident, is
appropriate. The FAA believes that it is
inappropriate to require postaccident
testing of an employee whose ,
performance could not have been &
cause of the accident merely because -
that employee happens to have been
onboard cr involved with an aircraft
involved in an accident.

Testing Based on Reasonable Cause.
The NTSB suggested that the FAA
include "“incidents,” as defined by the
NTSB's rules, as events that would

trigger reasonable cause testing. RAA

egrees with the requirement thet two
supervisors, one with training in the
symptoms of drug abuse, must concur in
the decision to test ap employee based
on reasonable puspicion of drug use.
RAA believes that each carrier should
determine the conditions which
constitute reasoneble suspicion. FEIA
also believes that two supervisors,
trained to detact aymptoms of drug
abuse, must concur in all decisiona to
test based on probable cause. ATA
suggests that only one supervisor be
required to trigger testing of an
employee based on reascnable cause. In
addition. ATA states that mipervisors
should not be required to have
specialized training for the purpose of
determining when reasonable cause
exists to test an employee.

Tramoco, Inc. believes that the
proposed circumstances that would

support & decision to test based on
reasonable cause are oo restrictive,
Tramco believes that an employee's
attendance patterns, tips from
coworkers, "error rates,” and other
Jndirectly observable indications should
also trigger testing based on reasonable
cause. Tramco currently uses these
triggers in its drug testing program;
Tramco believes that the FAA's criteria
will not result in detection of possible
drug vsers because it is limited to
physical and observable indices of gross
impairment. SSA supporis "for-cause”
testing, as the employer deems
necessary and feasible, if testing is -
conducted pursuant to the DHHS
guidelines.

IAM and TWU believe that the
criterig that would trigger testing based
on reagonable cause are ill-defined,
These organizations believe that teating
based on reasonable cause will be a tool
for employee harassment; these
organizations suggest that supervisory

- personnel should be trained io recognize

the symptoms of drug impairment or that
at leas? one of the supervisors making
the determination 1o test should be
sameone other than the employee's
immediate supervisor. The Teamsters
Unijon and IAM believe that decisians
and determinations related to testing
based on reasonable cause should be
documented and supported in a8 writlen
report,

The Newton Psychological Centre
submitted a “basic identification
profile,” developed to aid supervisors of
the Philadeiphia Electric Company {n
identification of employees who may not
be fit for duty. The profile is used to
detect early warning signs of problems
based on medical or psychological
problems. The profile sets forth
behavioral, emotional, physical,
biological, and cognitive cues related to
the use of marijuana, coceine, alcohol,
barbiturates, amphelamines, and heroin,
or cues related 10 anxiety or depressjon.
The company's policies regarding
alcohol and subsiance abuse, job
petformance warning signa, and
counseling and confrontation guidelines
are printed on the profile.

FAA Response. As stated in the
FAA's response to comments submitted
on the postaccident testing provision,
the FAA is not including a
“postincident™ testing provision at this
time. However, the circumsiances nnder
which a supervisor could require an
employee to submit to & test based on
reasonable cause have been modified in
the final rule. Based on the comments
submitted, particularly by employers
who have existing “reasonable cause”
testing programs, the FAA bas expanded
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the list of circumstances that miéht
trigger testing under this provision.
Evidence of repeated errors on the job,

regulatory or compeny rule violations, or

unsatisfactory time and attendance
patterns, if coupled with a specific,
contemporaneous event that indicates
probable drug use, could provide
sdditional, cumulative evidence to
support a decision to test an employee
besed on reasonable cause.

Apr proposed in the NPRM, an
employer is permitted to test a specimen
provided by an employee, collected
pursuant to & reasonable cause
determination, for the presence of an
drug or drug metabolite listed in '
Schedule 1 or Schedule II of the
Controlled Substances Act. The
employer may test for these drugs. as
part of the employer's approved anti-
drug program, if the employer has
specific approval from the FAA to
include these controlled substances in
the employer's anti-drug program. In
addition, the testing for these additional
drugs must be conducted in accordance
with the DOT procedures to be codified
in 48 CFR Part 40.

The FAA believes that the provision
requiring two supervisors, one of whom
- has specialized training in detecting the
symptoms of drug use, to concur in the
decision to test an employee based on
reasonable cause is appropriate for
large companies. However, the FAA has
revised this section of the rule in order
to address the legitimate concerns of
small employers, many of whom do not
kave more than cne supervisor
employed at the company. For
companies that employ 50 or fewer
employees who perform a sensitive
safety- or security-related function, the
rule specifies that only one supervisor is
required 10 make the determination that
would trigger testing of an employee
based on reasonable cause. The FAA
also has clarified the annual EAP
training requirements for supervisors to
make it clear that supervisors who make
reasonable cause determinations must
have specific fraining that will enable
them to assess and demonstrate the
basis for testing based on reasonable
cause.

Testing after Return to Duty. ATA
believes that the FAA should not set
regulatory standards governing
postrehabilitation testing. ATA, other
smployer and employee organizations,
and many individual commenters
believe that a schedule for _
postrehabilitation testing should be
made by management in consultation

with persons involved in an employee’s -

rehabilitation program. In order to
ensure continued dissssociation from

drugs, RAA supports a requirement for
monthly screening, for 12 months, after

" an employee has completed -
- rehabilitation.

APFA believes that a schedule for
postrehabilitation testing should be
determined by an employee's EAP
counselor and should be limited to a
reasonable period of no more than one
year. AFA states tl;:xt de;:lis%:;:s
regarding testing after rehabilitation
should be the responsibility of the
individua! treatment facility used by the
employee.

FAA Response. The FAA egrees with
the commenters that suggest that
unannounced testing during any
rehabilitation and before an employee
returns to duty should be determined by
the persons involved in the employee's
rehabilitation program, Decisions
regarding the frequency of testing during
any rehabilitation program
appropriately lie with those individuals
who are familiar with and involved in
any employee rehabilitation program.

However, unannounced testing after
an employee returns to duty is critical 1o
ensure an employee’s continued
disassociation from drugs. The FAA
believes that it is essential to require
unannounced testing of employees who-
have returned to duty in a sehsitive "
safety- or security-related position for
an employer after failing a drug test -
given by an employer or after refusing to
submit to a drug test required by the
fina! rule. This type of testing is the most
effective means of ensuring that an
employee remaing drug free while
performing commercial aviation duties.
Mareover, once an employee has
returned to duty, the FAA and the
employer have a substantial interest in
requiring that employee to be drug free
while parforming sensitive safety- or
security-related duties in commercial
aviation, Therefore, the FAA has
included a provision in the rule requiring
an employer to monitor an employee
who has returned to duty by providing
unannounced drug testing, pursuant to a
schedule determined by the MRO, for
not more than 60 months after the
employee has returned to duty.

The rule also provides that an
employver must conduct vnannounced
testing of an Individual who is hired to
perform a sensitive safety- or security.
related function after failing a drug test
or after refusing to submit to & drug test

‘for enother employer and who has not
" previously been subject to return-to-duty

testing. This section of the final rule
addresses situaiions where an
individua! fails a test or refuses to
submit to a drug test but does not return
to duty for an employer. In this case,

any subsequent employer would be
required to test an individual for not
more than 60 months afier the individual
is hired io ensure that the individual is
drug free. In the FAA's opinion, if an
employee failed a drug test given by a
previous employer but returned to duty
with that employer in accordance with
the requirements of this fine! rule, &
subsequent employer would not be
required io reevaluate a prior
employer's return-to-duty decision. An
employer would be required to test thie
individual prior to employment but
would not be required 10 monitor the
employee after the employee was hired.

- Pursuant o the final rule, the medical

review pfficer (MRO) has the discretion
to determine the appropriate level of
unannounced testing for an individual or
an employee. The FAA believes that it is
appropriate to allow the MRO to tailor
the frequency of this type of testing to
adequately address differences between
individuals, the level and type of drug
use, and any treatment or counseling
program. : ,

The FAA notes that the MRO &glso is
require to ensure that an employee has
been tested for drugs, in accordance
with the procedures in the final rule and _

"the DOT procedures, before being hired
“or returning to duty. In'mest-cases, the. . _ |
. MRO will not be required to arrange

testing for an employee because the
employee will have taken a drug test as
part of any employee rebabilitation
program. However, the MRO must
ensure that an individual or employee
hes been tested, in accordance with the
procedures of Appendix I to Part 121
and the DOT procedures, before the
MRO can make a recommendation that
an individual be hired or than an '
employee be returned to duty after
failing a drug test or after refusing to

. submit to a drug test. In the FAA's

opinion, a preemployment drug test
would suffice to satisfy this requirement
of the final rule.

Employee Assistance Programs and
Rehabilitation, The FAA sought :
comment in the NPRM regarding three
different EAP options, These options
specified the circumstances under which
an empioyee would be given the
opportunity to seek rehabilitation.
Option 1 would allow all employees to
seek an opportunity for rehabilitation
regardless of how the émplayee's drug
use was detected. Option Z would allow

most employees, except those

employees whose drug use was detected -
as a result of postaccident testing or
testing based on reasonable cause, to
seek an opportunity for rehabilitation,
Option 3 would only allow employees
who volunteer to seek rehabilitation and
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would exclude all employees whose
drug use was detected by any other -
means. Under all three options, an
employer would not be required to offer
an opportunity for rehabilitation or to
provide job security to any employee
;vho was identified a8 a drug user on the
ob
Employer crganizations tend to

" -support the third option proposed in the

NPRM regarding rehabilitation and
reemployment or job security
opportunilies that should be offered to
employees. Part 121 certificate holders,
as generally noted by ATA, support the
third option. For example, Delta Airlines
believes that the most effective
deterrent 10 drug use is the threat of
losing a job. On that basis, Delta states
that mandatory rehabilitation and an
opportunity for continued empioyment
would diminish the effectiveness of the
rule. American Airlineg disagrees with
ATA’s position and supports the first
option. Federal Express supports the
third option if the FAA mandates
rehabilitation. The Helicopter
Asgociation International {HAI} states
that requiring an employer-sponsored
rehabilitation program whenever
required testing of an employee
produces a positive drug test result .
places an unwarranted burden on the
employer. HAI believes that an
employer should have the right 1o
dismiss an employee if any drug test
conducted during employment produces
& positive test result. HAI states that the
employer should have the ability to
decide which employees, based on the
“value” of the employee to the
organization, would be offered an
oppartunity for rehabilitation.

Small Part 135 certificate holders
generally state that an employer should
have the right to fire any employee who
uses drugs and fee!l that an opportunity
for rehabilitation should not be offered
to any employee who uses drugs. These
small employers base their position on
the potential liability ta the company of
rehiring a known drug user, the expense
to the company of holding the
employee’s job open, or replacing an
employee on a temporary basis, during
rehabilitation.

The AMA reaffirmed its long-standing
support of employment-besed treatment
and assistance programs for employees
with alcohol or drug problems. The
AMA believes that the FAA should
require an employer to provide one
opportunity for rehabilitation o any
employee who voluntarily enrolis in an
EAP and to any employee who is
identified as a drug user through testing.

NTSB generally concurred in the
concept of requiring an employer to
provide EAP services to employees. The

NTSB recommended that employen be
required to offer one opportunity for
rehabilitation to employees who
wolunteer for an EAP and for employees
who are identified s drug users through
-any type of drug testing, -

Most small business entities,
TEMSCO Helicopters, Inc. and Overseas
Air Transport Corporation for example,
objec! to a regulatory pravision that
would require an employer to provide
job security to an individua! enrolled in
rehabilitation. This objection is based
on the financial burden of keeping a job
open for an employee who is unable to
perform his or her duties and the
elimination of an employer’s discretion
to fire an employee who uses drugs.
RAA believes that an employee who has
successfully completed rehabilitation, as
determined by the head of the
rehabilitation program and airline
management, should be offered an
opportunity to return to duty. Executive
Air Fleet (EAF)}, a Part 135 certificate
holder with 200 employees subject to
testing, would support job security for
an employee who voluntarily sought
rehabilitation and who bad three to five
years of service with the company. SSA
also believes that an employee's length
of employment may be a reasonable
factor to consider when specifying an
employer's obligation to retain ot rehire
an employee participating in
rehabilitation. SSA also staies that
holding an employee's job open during
inpatient rehabilitation will greatly
complicate small business operations for
an unknown time period. Henson
Airlines states that, under ite existing
pregram, employees will be fired as a
result of a positive alcohol or drug test.
ERA Aviation, Inc. strongly objects to
any Federally-mandated rehabilitation
and rehire requirement. ERA Aviation
objects 1o the cost of providing EAP
services, but more important, objects to
assuming the potential liability problems
that could result from rehiring a known
user of illegal substances even if that
employee has auccessfully completed a
rehabilitation program.

.Several smal] operators, including
TEMSCO Helicopters, Inc., object to the
requirement to provide an opportunity
for rehabilitation to employees
‘identified as drug users. Henson Airlines
provides an opportunity for
rehabilitation only to employees who
voluntarily enroll in rehabilitation. RAA
supports these views. Organizations
such es the American Association of
Airport Executives (AAAF) and ATA
believe that an opportunity should be
offered only to employees who
volunteer for rehabilitation. SSA states
that there should be no requirement that
a small business retain or rehire any

employee who tests positive for drugs as
a result of any unplanned drug teat, - -
including postaccident or for-cause
teating. ATA believes that limiting
rehabilitation and reemployment to
volunteers has the dua! effect of making
safety the industry's highest priority and
containing the costs associaled with
rehabilitation. AAAE believes thet any
employee who tests positive for drugs
should be dismissed immediately.
AAAE comments that employers and
employees should be free to negotiate

- broader rehabilitation and
reemployment rights as part of a

collective bargeining agreement.

Labor organizations are strong
supporters of broad EAP opportunities
and services, TWU and FEIA believe
that all employees who test positive,
regardless of the reason for testing,
should be given at least one opportunity
for rehabilitation. FELA supports the .
requirement for at least one
rehabilitation opportunity because a

" positive drug test is not proof of

impairment on the joh. The Teamsters
Union believes that negotiated, client-
specific rehabilitation programs should

_ be available to employees who

volunteer and for emplayeea who test
positive on one occaeion. Labor -
organizations comment that all
rehabilitation costs should be paid by
the employer either directly or as part of
an employee benefit or insurance
package. TWU concurs with this
position. insofar as it relates to the first
positive test result, unless the employee
has engeged in conduct that would -
otherwise justify suspension or
discharge under an applicable collective
bargaining agreement.

ALPA states that there is no valid
réason to limit accesa to an EAP only to
employees who volunteer for
rehabilitation. Based on experience fn
the HIMS program, anly 15 percent of
the pilote treated for alcoholism were
self-referred; 85 percent of the pilots
were discovered by the union or
management, or both. ALPA believes

" that rehabilitation should be made

broadly available to any employee who
could benefit from an EAP and that, in
some cases, & second opportunity for
rehabilitation may be appropriate.
ALPA urges the FAA to revise the
proposed regulation to require
employers to pay the cost of
rehabilitation programs that are
mandated by the regulation.

ALPA believes that traditional EAP
techniques that are tailored to a specific
population, such as the HIMS program,
will be more effective in deterring drug
use than the anti-drug program proposed
in the NPRM. During the 15-year period
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that the HIMS program has been in
~effect, 800 pilots heve participated in
rehabilitation for alcoholism yielding a
long-term success rate of 93 percent.
ALPA states that the average “off line
tims" for pilots involved in the HIMS
program is approximately 120 days: 30
days for treatment; 30 days for aftercare
treatment, cbservation, and processing;
and 45 1o 60 days for processing of an
FAA epplication. The recovery rate for
pilots who participate in one
rehabilitation opportunity is 85 percent.
Of the 15 percent of the pilots who suffer
a relapse afier the first treatment,
approximately 50 percent are
successfully treated in their second
rehabilitation opportunity.

FAA Response. Most comments
regarding rehabilitation deal with the
issue of whether, and under what
circumstances, to offer rehabilitation
and to provide job security to an
employee and the length of any
employee rehabilitation period. The
FAA carefully congidered the varions
arguments submitted by the commenters
on the issue of EAP services and
rehabilitation opportunities for
employees. The FAA ynderstands, and
considered, the arguments raised in
defense of broad rehabilitation
opportunities and job security for
aviation personnel who use drugs.

However, the FAA reviewed the two
options that included provisions
providing broad rehabilitation
opportunities and job security to
employees whose drug use was detected
through testing under the final rule.
Many of the commenters oppose
rehabilitation opportunities and job
security for employees who fail to
discontinue drug use and wailt to be
detected by testing. The FAA agrees
with these commentars and believes
that a strong message mus! be conveyed
to drug users that the use of drugs is
unacceptable in the aviation industry.
The FAA's primary duty, pursuant to
slatutory mandate, is to consider the
adverse safety consequences
surrounding the issue of drug use by
senstivie safety- and security-related
eviation personnel. On thia basis, the
FAA has determined that employers
should not be obligated to offer an
opportunity for rehabilitation or to
provide job security to employees who
fail & drug test or who use drogs on the
job. The FAA understands that broad
rehabilitation opportunities and job
security {or employees, without regard
to the manner of detection of drug use,
may help those employees who are
unable to help theruselves. But, the FAA
believes that it is inconsistent with the
agency's safety responsibilities io

promote the message that drug use in
4he aviation industry will be tolerated
until an individual's drug use is detected
through testing. The FAA believes that it
is inappropriate to place the agency and
an employer in the anomalous position
of allowing any employee who uses
illegal drugs to work in a sensitive
safety- or security-related position and
whose drug use may adversely affect
aviation safety. Rather, the FAA
believes that it is appropriate and
consistent with its etatutory safety
mandate to prohibit an employee who
fails a drug test, who refuses to submit
to & drug test, or who uses drugs on the
job from acting in a sensitive safety- or
security-related position. The FAA is
convinced that the comprehensive

- testing program of sensitive safety- and

security-related employees, combined
with an employee assistance program to
educate and train ell personnel, ia
consistent with the statutory duty to
promote aviation safety and will reduce
any drug use in the gviation community.

The FAA also carefully reviewed the
third option presented in the NPRM that
would provide an opportunity for
rehabilitation and job security to an
employee who admitted his or her drug
use and who volunteered for
rehabilitation before being detected
through drug testing. However, in the
FAA's opinion and as noted by the
commenters, there are several issues
related to employee rehabilitation and
retention or reemployment benefits that
must be considered in development of
the final rule.

For example, the term “rehabilitation”
generally means the period of ime -
during which an employee is receiving
treatment or counseling for a drug
problem. The length of any
rehabilitation period is dependent on
several factors such as the availability
and enroliment period of rehabilitation
services, the length and extent of
treatment for the level of use and the
type of drug used, collection and
analysis of lests given during
rehabilitation, and the review process
that may lead to & recommendation to
return to duty in a sensitive safety- or
security-related position. The term
“rehabilitated" generally means that an
employee is determined to be drug free
and, based on the employee's progress
and prognosis during rehabilitation, the
employee may return to work. The fact
that an employee has returned to work
does not mean that the employee is
exempt from follow-up or afiercare
treatment and counseling.

The FAA is aware of the wide variety
of rehabilitation programs that vary
both in the length of treatment and type

of matrhent depending on the substance

_ psed and the svailability of

rehabilitation and treatment services, ~
One standard rehabilitation and
treatment program, generally necessery

- for those individuals who require

intensive inpatient care followed by
outpatient care and counseling sessions,
specifies 26 days of inpatient care. Other
programs may involve shorter periods of
time for inpatient care, may involve

- outpatient treatment only, or may

fnvolve & combination of inpatient and
outpatient care of varied duration. For
example, some treatment programs may
require three to four seasions, given on
two or three nights a week, over a six to
eight week period and followed by less
frequent meetings or counseling
sessions. Other treatment programs
might involve individual or group
counseling sessions on a weekly basis,
over a period of one year or more. An
additional factor that affects the length
or treatment or rehabilitation is the
availability of private or community
services in a particular area,

The FAA reviewed these variables to’
determine if & timeframe for voluntary
rehabilitation and job security could be
developed and included in the final rule.
The FAA carefully considered the
comments from many aviation
businesses that oppose any regulatory
requirement to offer rehabilitation and
to retain or rehire any employee who
admits to iliegal drug use. The
commenters base their objections on
several factors including elimination of
an employer's discretion to terminate an
employee; undue complication of
aperations due to potential extended
absences of employees enrolled in
rehabilitation; and negation of an
employer's ability to tailor rehabilitatior
opportunities and job security to a

. particular employee population. The

most sirenuous objections are based ou
the substantial end unwarranted
burdens, both adminiatrative and
financial, associated with rehabilitation
and job security for employees. Based
on financial information submitted by
the commenters, it appears that
expenses of rehabilitation and job
security opportunities as proposed
would seriously affect large aviation
entities and would probably overwhelm
small companies.

After review of the considerable
variables in treatment and the extensive
arguments presented by the
commenters, the FAA concluded that a
reasonable sccommodation of burdens
on employers who may not be able to
ebsorb employee absences and realistic
opportunities for employee
rehabilitation can not be imposed in the
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rbstract. Thus, the FAA does not agree
- with the commenters who state that the
FAA should specify an opportunity for
rehabilitation and the amount of time
during which ar employer is required to
provide job security for an employee
eorolled in rehabilitation. ’

Many employers in the aviation
industry currently offer rehabilitation
opportunities and job security benefits
to employees. The FAA anticipates that
those employers will continue to offer
these opportunities and benefits to
employees and that other employers
may elect to include these components
In any negotisted employee benefit
package. Because many aviation entities
have resolved the relative
administretive, personnel, operational,
and financial issues that surround
employee rehabilitation and job security
requirements, the FAA believes that the
aviation industry is able to design
appropriate programs and services for
its employees. The FAA believes that, in
light of the variables and burdens
sddressed above, issues regarding an
adequate amount of time for
rehabilitation, an appropriate amount of
time 1o receive a recommendation to
return to duty in a sensitive safety- or
security-related position, and job _
security matters, are best addressed in
the specific employmen! context.

Thus, &n employer is not required to
offer an opportunity for rehabilitation, to
provide job security, or to provide the
resources for rehabilitation to any
employee. At the same time, employers
may offer these opportunities and
benefits to employees; the FAA urges
employers to consider the experience of
employers who have developed
rehabilitation programs.

The final rule does not prokibit an
employer from reassigning an employee
to & position that does not involve the
performance of sensitive safety- or
security-related duties. The final rule
eiso does not dictate whether an
employee is required or permitted to use
vacation time, sick leave, or leave
without pay in order to accommodate
the employee’s time away from his or
her sensitive safety- or security-related
position. The FAA believes that issues
such as termination, reassignment,
hiring of temporary employees to fill a
position, or policies regarding an
employee’s absence from & position, are
issues that are appropriately the subject
of employer and employee negotiation
or collective bargaining.

The NPRM did not propose to require
an employer to pay for an employee's
rehabilitation and final rule also does
not address this issue. Indeed, eince an
employer is permitied to terminate an
employee who fails & drug test or who

refuses to submit to a drug test, and
such employee does not have a right to
return to duty for that employer, this
issue is not relevant to the final rule.
However, the employer may cover an

_employee's rehabilitation expenses

through an employee benefit package,
insurance coverage, or as a matter of
collective bargaining negotiated
between the employer and the
employee. The FAA considers these
areas to be a8 matter between employers
and employees and, as such, are left to
the discretion of the employer or to be
negotiated during collective bargaining.

EAP Education and Training
Programs. ATA states that the FAA
should not specify the details and
contents of an employer's EAP. The
Teamsters Union believes EAP services
should be negotiated between labor and
management and that rehabilitation
programs should be client-specific.

ALPA believes that EAP services
should be tailored to be specific
employee population as the HIMS
program is tailored to pilots in
commercial aviation.

Various labor organizations conclude
that EAPs, instead of mandatory testing,
are the preferable method to conduct an
anti-drug program. AFA also urges the
FAA to separate the administration of
any drug testing programs, if mandated
at all, from administration of an EAP,

The FAA received considerable data
in response to the ANPRM and the
NFEM regarding the availability of EAP
services, Some of these commenters
included specific, existing EAPs that are
recommended by the industry. The
Association of Labor-Management
Administrators and Consultants on
Alcokolism, Inc., (ALMACA) submitied
an extensive, recommended industry
EAP in response to the ANPRM.

Although most commenters think that
EAPs are valuable, employer and
employee organizations differ on the
mechanics and content of an EAP
education and training component.
Labor unions generally favor broad EAP
services. The majority of employer
organizations favor EAPs that are
designed to meet the specific needs of
the company and oppose regulatory
action by the FAA in this area.

FAA Response. The FAA believes that

_an employer should have the ability to

design an EAP that would best serve its
employees. The ability to tailor an EAP
is particularly important for small
aviation employers who may not have
the financial and administrative
resouwrces to support a8 company-
sponsored EAP. Therefore, the FAA has
made no changes to the proposed
minimal EAP education requirements.
However, the FAA has revised the EAP

training requirements. The FAA deleted
the minimum requirement of 60 minutes -
of annual training for all employees. The
FAA retained the 80-minute training
requirement for supervisors who will -
make determinations to test an
employee based on reasonable cause.
The FAA believes that it is appropriate
to require & ful] 80 minutes of initial
training for presently-employed and
newly-hired supervisors making
reasonable cause determinations
because of the need for increased
awarness and recognition of signs that
may indicate drug use. The employer
bas the discretion to determine the
reascnable recurrent training for
supervisory personnel who have the
authority to make reasonable cause
determinations. The FAA believes that
this flexibility will enable employers to
addrese specific issues or needs that
may arise as a result of the employer’s
anti-drug program.

The rule permits an employer to
develop and provide these minimum
services as part of an internal program
or the employer may contract with
community agencies or other aviation
companies to provide these services to
employees. The employer ia permitted to
provide additional education and
training, beyond the minimum
requirements of the rule, to its
employees. The FAA believes that
employers will not have substantial
difficulty developing education and
training programs for employees
because of the significant number of
model EAPs gubmitted to the FAA in
response to the ANPRM.

Small Aviation Entities and
Businesses. The National Air Transport
Association (NATA) represents

" numerous Part 135 certificate holders in

the aviation industry. NATA states that
the anti-drug program would have
significant cost impac! on Part 135
certificate holders and, particularly,
smsll aviation operators. NATA
recommends that Part 135 certificate
holders, with 100 or fewer covered
employees should be excluded from the
requirement to submit and implement an
anti-drug program. A number of other
small Part 135 certificate holders
responding to the NPRM also argue for
exclusion from the anti-drug program.
AOPA urges the FAA to exempt from
the rule operators and their employees
who currently are exempt from the
requirements of Part 135. AOPA
contends that these operators are
invariably small businesses who would
be unable to withstand the financial and
administrative burdens of the proposed
regulations, Several commenters
involved in single pilot~single aircraft
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eperations noted the difficulty of
complying with most of the providum of
he proposed rules.

Atlantic Aero, Inc., a fixed based
operation employing more than 100
people, and Sunwest Aviation support
efforts to address the drug problem but
state that modifications to the proposal
are necessary to avoid an unjustified

-administrative and financial burden on
small operators.

SSA feels that the proposed anti-drug
program is inappropriate for amall
businesses thet rely on student
instruction as the economic base of
activities or for certified flight
instructors acting as independent
contractors. SSA believes that the FAA
bas failed to account for the practical
differences between large corporate
entities and small businesses. S5A
suggests that the FAA develop four
separate anti-drug programs that would
address the particular needs and
toncerns of Part 121 certificate bolders,
Part 135 certificate holders, flight
schools, and emall businesses or
independent contractors.

A commenter speaking as national
litigetion counse! for AOPA and on
behall of the California Aviation
Council and the Orange County
Aviation Association, conveys the
concerns of flight instructors, amall fixed
baze operators, banner towers, crop
dusters, and other small aviation entities
that do not provide scheduled air carrier
service who are affected by the
pmposal This commenter notes that the
NPRM is an unwarranted, overreaching
invasion of the domestic aviation
community's right to be free from
fovemmental intrustion because of the

ck of evidence of any drug problem
among commercial aviation
professionals. The commenter states
that this lack of evidence supports the
history or responsible self-reguletion by
the commercial aviation community.

The National Association of Flight
Instructors {NAFI) states that the anti-
drug program proposed in the NPRM is
tailored for & large avistion organization
and, therefore, ie not appropriate for a
smell organization or a freelane flight
instructor that is not employed by any
company. NAFI believes that testing of &
flight instructor each time that instructor
performs flight instruction duties will be
impossible. In addition, NAF] is
concerned about the quality and
reliability of laboratory analysis; the
constitutionality of drug testing; and the
administrative and economic burden on
smzl] entities related to EAP services,
MRO requirements, and job security for
employees enrolled in rehabilitation.
Two individual commenters believe that
sole-proprietorships and businesses that

employ 10 or fewer employees should be
excluded from any requirement to
implement an anti-drug program.

FAA Response. The FAA understands
the economic and practical concerns
expressed by Part 135 certificate holders
as well as those entities or individuals,
listed in § 135.1(b), who are otherwise
exempt from the requirements of Part
135 but are affected by the regulation
because they are engaged in operations
for compensation or hire. For the
purposes of the requirements of the anti-
drug program, the FAA has tailored the
final rule in an attempt to accommodate
mnall aviation entities, particularly
those Part 135 certificate holders who
employ 50 or fewer employees who are
covered by this finel rule and those
entities or individuals, listed by this
final rule and those entities or
individuals, listed in § 135.1(b), who are
otherwise exempt from the requirements
of Part 135 but are included in the
comprehensive ant-drug program
because they conduct operations for
compensation or hire, -

The FAA believes that it would be
counterproductive to the goals of the
anti-drug program to impose
requirements on small aviation entities
who would be unable to comply with
them because of substantial fi.nancial.
administrative, and logistical
difficulties. The vast majority of the
difficulties are associated with the
requirements of implementing a random
testing program and providing
rehabilitation programs and services to
employees. Therefore, the FAA has
revised the proposed rule to provide &
tiered implementation plan that would
allow small aviation entities to develop
and implement a comprehensive anti-

_ drug program,-over specific time periods,

in accordance with a schedule
determined by the FAA, The language of
the rule does not prohibit an employer
from implementing its anti-drug program
sooner than required by the FAA's
schedule if the employer is able to
comply with the rule requirements and
the provisions of its anti-drug progrem
at an earlier date.

Part 121 certificate holders and Part
135 certificate holders that have more

- than 50 covered employees, and

contractors to these certificete bolders.
will be required to follow the schedule
that was proposed in the NPRM with
one exception. As proposed, these
employers must submit an anti-drug
plan io the FAA not jater than 120 days
after the effective date of the rule and
must implement the anti-drug program
not later than 180 days after approval of
the anti-drug program by the FAA.
However, these employers are required
to implement preemployment testing of

applicants for sensitive safety- or
security-related positions not later than
10 days &after approval of the employer's
anti-drug plan by the FAA. The FAA
believes that it s sppropriate to require
accelerated implementation of
preemployment teating for these
employers because many of these
employers have existing preemployment
testing ams and, generally, these
employers have the available financial
and administrative regources thet
enable them to begin testing.

Part 135 certificate holders that have
11 to 50 covered employees, and
contractors to those certificate holders,
will be required to submit an interim
anti-drug program, that sets forth all
required drug testing except mandatory
random drug testing, not later than 180
days after the effective date of the final
rule. The employer must implement
preeployment testing, periodic testing,
postaccident testing, testing based on
reasonable ceuse, and testing after an
employee’s return to duty not later than
180 days after approval of the enti-drug
program by the FAA. These employers
must pubmit an emendment of their
interim anti-drug program to the FAA,
that contains the procedures for
implementing an unannounced testing
program of employees who are
randomly selected st the applicable
annualized testing rate, not later than
120 days after approval of the interim
anti-drug program by the FAA. The
employer must continue implementation
of the remainder of the program and
must implement the random testing
provigion pet iaier than 180 days after
approval of the amended anti-drug
program by the FAA.

Part 135 certificate holders with 10 or
fewer covered employees and those -
entities or individuals, listed in
§ 135.1(b), who are otherwise exempt
from the requirements of Part 135 but
are included in the comprehensive anti-
drug program because they conduct
operations for compensation or hire, and
any contractors to these employers,
musi submit an anti-drug plan to the
FAA for approval, that includes
procedures for all types of testing
mandated by the rule, not later than 360
days after the effective date of the final
rule. These employers must implement
the approved anti-drug program not later
than 180 days after approval of the plan
by the FAA. The FAA believes that this
extension of time will enable small
aviation entities to evaluate random
drug teeting programs of other
companies, to develop an appropriate
method by which to comply with the
drug testing provisions of the rule, and
to participate in arv association or
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. congorfium that may be available to
provide specimen coliection, testing
assistance, and EAP services. Also, the
FAA believes that it is appropriste to -
require these employers to submit & plan
that includes random testing, as
opposed to implementation of random
testing after other testing is

. implemented, because these employers
will have a significant amount of time to
develop and implement a :
comprehensive ant-drug progrem for
their employees.

New aviation businesses that come
into existence after the effective date of
the rule, and that are subject to the
requirements of the final rule, will be
required to comply with the schedule
that is appropriate for the size of the
company and their particular
operations. The FAA believes that it js
appropriate to adhere to the same time
schedules that are set forth for existing
aviation entities in order to treat
similarly-situated entities in & similar
manner, However, it is possible that the
timeframes may be accelerated for new
businesses in the furture as existing
employer programs and consortia
develop and continue to provide
services to the aviation community.

The FAA has identified an issue that
could unduly burden small commercial
operators who do not hold & Part 121
certificate or & Part 135 certificate, who
conduct operations listed in § 135.1(b),
and who are included in this final rule
because they conduct operations for
compensation or hire. Under the terms
of the proposed rule, these commercial
operators would have been unable to
contract for aircraft maintenance or |
preventive maintenance services. The
proposed rule would have prohibited
commercial operators from using the
services of employees who work for
fixed base operators and repair stations
that service only general aviation
gircraft if the employees of these entities
were not subject to an FAA-approved
comprehensive anti-drug program. In an
effort to relieve this unintended burden.
the FAA has included a new provision
in the fina] rule directed solely at those
individuals or entities. This provision
slates, in essence, that an individual
who is otherwise authorized may
perform maintenance and repair work
on a commercial operator's aircraft,
even if that individual is not covered by
a comprehensive anti-drug program, in
two specific instances. First, an
individual who is not covered by the
final rule can perform emergency repairs
on an aircrafl if the aircraft could not be
operated safely to a location where a
covered employee could perform the
repairs. Second, an individual who is

not covered by the final rule can
-perform aircraft saintepance and - -
preventive maintenance repairs on an
~aircraft if the operator wounld be
required to transport the aircraft more
than 50 nautical miles further than the
tlosest available repair point from the
operator's principal base of operations
in order to have the work performed by
a covered employee. The FAA believes
that this narrow exemption from the

. requirements of the final rule will
benefit the amall commercial operators -

subject to the fina! rule but will not
adversely affect the enhanced aviation
sefety intended by the final rule.

Medicai Review Officer (MRO).
Several smal! entities, including EAF,

* believe that an MRO should have the"
responsibility to determine if an
empioyee has been succeasfully
rehabilitated and to determine when an
employee may return to duty. ATA also
recommends that an MRO be involved
in the determination of an employee’s
successful rehabilitation. However,
ATA notes that it would not always be
feasible for an MRO to perscnally
interview each employee who has a
positive test result and recommends that
the final rule accommodate that
situation. RAA and Federal Express
oppose any regulatory provision that
would require an airline 1o appoint or to

_ designate an MRO as part of an anti-
drug program.

APFA believes that an MRO should
be an independent physician who could
ssgist labor and management EAP
officials during analysis of drug test
results and determination of the validity
of test results in each employee's case.
AFA believes that it is imperative that
an MRO have specific training in
toxicology and addictive diseases. Even
with this training, AFA believes an
MRO should be responsible for
monitoring any testing program and
interpreting test results to determine if
referral to an EAP is warranted for a
particular employee, AFA states that
evaluation and referral for treatment
and determingtions regarding an
employee’s readineas to return to work
should be made only by an EAP
treatment professional. IUFA states that
only the health care professional with
whom an employee has been working is
qualified to meke a determination of
when an employee §s fit {o return to
duty. If an MRO and the responsible
health care official disagree, a neutral
third party should evaluate an employee

_and determine if an employee is fit to
return to work. ALPA states that the
determination of whether sn individual
bas been rebabilitated, at least in the
case of pilots, must be made by the

Federal Air Surgeon under the medical
certification procedures contained in
Part 67 of the Feglara] Aviation

- Regulations,

FAA Response. In response to
commenters who oppose the
requriement te designate or appoint an
MRO, the FAA notes that the rule does
not require that each employer have its
own individual MRO. The FAA .
anticipates that small companies will
become part of, or will associate with,

" large companies or may participate i a

consortium of small companies or
associations, In order to comply with the
MRO requirement of the final rule that
will result in reasonable costs to small
employers.

After consideration of the comments
on the issue of MROs, the FAA has
determined that the requirements
proposed in the NPRM are appropriate.
The FAA believes that the review and
evaluation functions of an MRO provide
critical &nd pecessary safeguards for an
employee who is subject to drug testing
under the comprehensive anti-drug
program. The FAA believes that the
MRO will prove to be a beneficial asset

" $o both employees and employers who

:ﬂ‘e subject to the provisions of the final
e

However, the FAA has expanded the
role of the MRO after review of the
comments and the proposed rule,
although many of these responsibilities
are contingent on an employer's
decision to be involved in rehabilitation.
For example, if an employer chooses to
vse an individual to perform a sensitive
safety- or security-related function who
has failed a drug test under this program

" gnd who has successfully completed

rehabilitation. the MRO will develop an
unannounced testing schedule for that
individual. The MRO is the final arbiter
in cases where an individval digputes a
testing schedule after return to duty.
Except in cases where the Federel Air
Surgeon is involved, as discussed below,
the MRO also is the final arbiter
regarding return-to-duty
recommendations. The MRO also shall
review any rehabilitation program in
which an employee or an applicant
participated, after failing a drug test
conducted in accordance with Appendix
I to Part 121, to determine if an
employee can return to duty or an
applicant may be hired to perform a
sensitive safety- or security-related
function for an employer.

The FAA also has defined the factors
that an MRO shall consider when
making a return-to-duty determination.
The MRO is required by the finzl rule to-
ensure that an individual is drug free as
evidenced by a drug test; that &n
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individual has been evaluated bya = -
rehabilitation counselor for drug use or
sbuse; and that an individual has
complied with testing and counseling
requirements of a rehabilitation
program. Thus, the MRO will have
significant and sufficient information to
recommend, based on the MRO's
professional opinion, that an individual
or a current employee could perform a
sensitive safety- or security-related
function for an employer.

The FAA clarified the proposed
requirement that the MRO “conduct a
medical interview” with an employee as
part of the review of a positive test
result. The FAA did not intend that the
proposal require a face-to-face interview
with each employee. The final rule
requires that the MRO provide an
employee with an opportunity to discuss
a positive test result with the MRO.
Thus, for example, the MRO is permitted
to discues the positive test result with
the employee by phone. The FAA
believes that the clarification wilt
relieve some administrative burdens on
the MRO and employees in scheduling
discussions of a positive test result, The
FAA also added several requirements to
the MRO's list of duties. First, the MRO
is required to notify an employee of a
confirmed positive test result withina
reasonable time after verification of the
result, Second, the MRO must process
an employee's request to retest a
specimen. The final rule provides that
the employee’s request 10 retest must be
made in writing 1o the MRO within 60
days of notification of the confirmed
positive test result.

In the NFRM, the FAA requested.
tomment on who should make the
decision that en employee had been
successfully rehabilitated and could
return 1o duty if the employee was drug
free. ALPA specifically comments that
return-to-duty determinations of pilots
should be made by the Federal Air
Surgeon consistent with the medical
certification procedures contained in
Part 67 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations. Part 67 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations define “drug
dependence” asa “* * * condition in
which a person is addicted to or
dependent on drugs other than alcohol,
tobacco, or ordinary caffeine-containing
beverages, as evidenced by habitual use
or & clear sense of need for the drug.”
After review of the comments and
consideration of the medical standards
contained in Part 67, the FAA has
determined that the Federal Air Surgeon
must be involved in the decision to
return an individual who holds a Part 67
medical certificate to & sensitive safety-
releted position. The FAA believes that

- it would be éontrary to the statutory

mandate to determine the physical
ability of an individual to perform duties
pertaining to his or her airman
certificate if the FAA failed to
F.rﬁcipate in a return-to-duty decision
or an individual who holds & medical

certificate, .

Thus, the FAA has clarified the
responsibilities of the MRO for
situations where an employer
voluntarily becomes involved in
rehabilitation of employees or persons
hired to perform sensitive safety- or
security-related functions thet require

- an individual to hold a medical

certificate issue by the FAA, Under the
rule, the MRO will perform all the duties
snd make all the determinations
required in Appendix I for those
individuals who do not hold a medical
certificate issued pursuant to Part 67 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations. For
those individuels whose position with
the employer requires them to hold a
Part 87 medical certificate, the MRO is
required to meke a preliminary
determination, consistent with the
standard contained in Part 67, of
probable drug dependence or a
determinaticn of nondependence. If the -
MRO makes s determination of
nondependence based on his
profeasional opinion, the MRO may
recommend that an employee return to
duty in 8 sensitive safety- or security-
related position. The MRO is required to
forward the finding of nondependence,
the decision to return the employee to
duty, and any supporting
documentation, to the Federal Air
Surgeon for review. .

The FAA is aware that allowing an
MRQ 10 determine that an individual is
not drug dependent and, therefore, may
return to work in & sensitive safety- or
security-related position without prior
clearance by the Federal Air Surgeon
may be controversial and may be
viewed as inconsistent with gviation
safety. However, in the FAA's opinion,
it is consistent with aviation safety to
provide subsequent FAA review of the
treatment end any medical
determination of nondependence that
bas been made by a competent licensed
physician with knowledge of substance
abuse disorders. The FAA also believes
it is beneficial to provide subsequent
review of an MRO's return-to-duty
determinations, rather than initial
review by the Federal Air Surgeon, so
that an individua! whe is not dependent
on drugs can return to work as soon as
possible. Moreover, any individual who
returns to work after rehabilitation is
subject to unannouned lesting as
determined by the MRO and may be

subject to ongoing counseling.
Therefore, the FAA believes that jnitial
determinations by an MRO and
subsequent review by the Federal Air
Surgeon will result in effective and fair
treatment of individuals who are
required to hold a medical certificate.
At any point that an MRO, in this
professional opinion, makesa
determination of probable drug
dependence of an individual required to
hold a medical certificate for a position,
the MRO is required to report the name
and other identifying information, and to
forward all documentation that supports
the determination, to the Federal Air
Surgeon. If the MRO has made a
probable drug dependence
determination of an individual required
to hold a medical certificate, the MRO
may not make a recommendation to
return that individual to duty. From that
point forward, the Federal Air Surgeon
is responsible for determining whether
the individual may keep a medical
certificate or may be issued & medical
certificate consistent with the medical
standards contained in Part 67 of the
Federa! Aviation Regulations. Since
drug dependency is a disqualifying
medica! condition under Part 67 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations, it is
critica! that the Federal Air Surgeon be
aware of any determination of probable
drug dependence. Ap individual subject
to the medical requirements of Part 67
who has a history of drug dependency
must receive a “special igsuance”
medical certificate, issued at the
discretion of the Federal Air Surgeon
pursuant to § 67.19, before returning to
work in a sensitive safety-related
position. The Federal Air Surgeon is
required to determine if that individual
is qualified to hold a medical certificate
and is physically able to exercise the
privileges of an airman certificate. This
determination, and the discretion to
grant a special issuance of a medical
certificate, clearly are within the
exclusive expertise of the Federal Air
Surgeon. ) o
The FAA has added & provision to the
final rule that requires the MRO to
report the name of any current employee
required to hold a medical certificate to
perform a sensitive safety-related
function who fails a drug test. The MRO
also is required to report the name of
any individual who holds a medical
certificate and applies for a position
with the employer in which a medical
certificate is required and who fails s
preemployment drug test. The MRO is
required to report the names of these
individuals to the Federal Air Surgeon
because 8 positive drug test result
clearly ie probative evidence of possibl



drug dependence which is a

, disqualifying condition under the

* medica! standards of Part 87 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations. Therefore,
the FAA added this requirement to .
ensure that the FAA is aware of
conditions that may &ffect an
individuel's nbxhty to physically perform
the duties of an airman.

Administrative Matters and Reporting
and Recordkeeping Requirements of
Appendix I to Part 121. The FAA ,
received very few comments regarding
the reporting requirements of the
‘proposed rules. ATA found the
requirements of Appendix I io be
acceptable. ATA recormmended that the
FAA establish a date to analyze the
data collected regarding drug testing
. and rehabilitation and to review the

regulations. Suburban Airlines, ag part
of its analysis of the costs of the
proposals, estimates that the
sdministrative costs and record
relention costs of testing its 211
employees would be $8,500 per year.
Federal Express supports auditing of
annual, summary data by the FAA that
is supplied by an employer regarding the
employer's anti-drug program. Federal
Express does not object to submitting an
anti-drug program for the FAA's
approval but believes that the 180-day
implementation period will be
insufficient if the final rule containg all
of the requirements proposed in the
NPRM.

FAA Response. The regulatory
provision that require an employer to
submit a comprehensive anti-drug
program and summary reports of the
employer’'s program are critical
measures 1o provide oversight of the
industry’s implementation of the
comprehensive anti-drug program. The
FAA believes that these minimal
requirements Ere hecessary to properly
monitor the industry snd to ensure
compliance with the final rule. In
eddition, evaluation of the industry's
implementation of the anti-drug program
and the results of testing and
rehabilitation programs will enable the
FAA 1o review eny demonstrated trends
of drug use in the aviation industry and
to modify the rules if warranted by the
data. These reporting requirements are
consistent with the FAA’s existing
industry recordkeeping and reporting
requirements.

The FAA has modified the proposed
recordkeeping and reporting provisions
in the fina! rule. Firs, the FAA has
clarified the requirements and
orgenization of material thet must be
submitted in the employer's semi-annual
report and annue] report. In order that
the FAA may accurately assess

4nformation submitted by an employer,
the revised final rule provides that the
employer muat submit the total mumber
of tests performed; the total number of
tests performed for each category of
test; and the total number of positive
test results for each category ef test
given by an employer. These
requirements are in addition to the
proposed requirement to provide
information on the number of positive
test results sccording to the function
performed by an employee for each type
of 1est and according to the type of drug

.indicated by a positive drug test result.

The FAA anticipates that requiring an
employer (o repori the additional
information will not overburden an
employer because drug testing
laboratories commonly report the bulk
of this information when reporting drug
test results, For example, as part of the
DOT procedures (49 CFR Part 40}, &
DHHS-certified laboratory is required to
provide a monthly siatistica] summary
of initial and confirmation urinalysis
testing data of employees tested during
the month to the person responsible for
coordination of the drug program. The
summary contains information on the
number of ppecimens received for initial
and confirmation testing: the sumber of
specimens reported for initial testing;
and the number of specimens reported
positive for each of the five drugs or
drug metabolites tested during initial
end confirmation testing [DOT ;
“Procedures for Transportation
Workplace Drug Testing Programs;” 49
CFR Part 40).

The FAA had proposed that an

‘employer only keep records relating to

the specimen collection process in the
NPRM. However, in light of other

- tevisions to the proposed rule made in

response 1o the comments, the employer
also must retain records of tes! results
and records relating to any employee
rehabilitation, For example, the MRO is
required to report the names of
individusls holding a Part 87 medical
certificate who fail & drug test and to
forward test result and rehabilitation
information regarding &ll individuals
holding a medical certificate 1o the
Federal Air Surgeon. Thus, the FAA has
revised the recordkeeping provision of
the proposed rule to require that &an
employer keep adequate information
with which an employer and the FAA
can evaluate the anti-drug program and
determine any trends that may develop
in the commercial aviation industry.
Pursuant 1o the final rule, an employer is
required to retain sll confirmed positive
test results and any rehabilitation
records for five years. The employer
may retain these records longer than

- five years althongh extended recard

retention is not required by the final
rule. The FAA also added & provision to
the final rule that requires an employer
4o keep any negative test results for a
period of 12 months. However, all
records retained by the employer are

- gubject to limited release, as diacussed

below, for any period of time that the
employer keeps these records.

Confidentiality of Test Results. Most
small businesses, individuals, and labor
unions support restrictions on the
release of drug testing information.
These commenters believe that the FAA
should include a regulatory provision
prohibiting the release of any drug
testing information about an emplayee.

RAA believes that only the employer
and the employee should have access to
the results of the anti-drog program.
Conversely, ERA Aviation suggests that
employers should be required to report
the name, social security numbers, and
certificate numbers of employees testing
positive to the FAA. TWU states that
test results should be confidential as to
all persons, except an applicant or
employee, absent written consent or
valid compulsory process. The
laboratery may relsase confirmed
positive test resulis or negative fest
reaults only to the employer's medical
officer. TWU suggests that the medical
officer may notify managerial or
supervisory personnel who have a
compelling need for the information to
implement employer's policies or may
notify the medical personne] responsible
for an employee's rehabilitation.

RAA and Federal Express believe that
job applicants should be required to
disclose prior test results io subseguent
employers as a condition of
employment. ATA believes that records
of applicants for employment who have
tested positive in a preemployment drug
test should be disclosed to third persons
in limited sitnations, including
authorization from the applicant,
litigation by the applicant, pursuant o a
valid subpoena, and by order of a court
or sdministrative agency. However,
ATA believes that test results, related
personnel records, and rehabilitation
data of incumbent employees should not

_ be released to any person absent

express consent of the employee. The
Director of the Santa Maria Public
Alrport Districi believes that positive
tes! results of all employees and
applicants should be retained in a
central database and should be
available to potential aviation
employers. Federal Express also
believes that carriers should be free to
exchange &n employer's drog testing
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results and that the FAA should insulate
carriers from liability for this disclosure.

ALPA siates that information
regarding an employee's drug testing
history should be treated as confidential
information, and clearly stated in any
final rule, since it is “extracted” from
the employee by requiring the employee
to submit to drug testing. A rule of
confidentiality should apply to all
informstion obtained pursuant to the
regulation whether obtained as a result
of testing, interview, or examination, or .
treaiment of an employee, ALPA
believes that the only effective and
appropriate rule is a complete ban on
disclosure of confidential drug testing
information without the employee’s
written consent. ALPA believes that a
complete ban on disclosure is required
for ethical reasons and to encourage
candor by employees when dealm,g with
medical professionals.

As p general matter, EEAC advocates
protecting the privacy of individuals
who undergo drug tests. EEAC believes
that sharing of drug testing information
among employers in a safety-sensitive
industry has superficial appeal.
However, EEAC advocates caution in
allowing a subsequent employer to rely
solely on information obtained a5 a
result of a different company’s drug
testing procedures.

FAA Response. The FAA has included
& provision in the final rule that will
govern release of records of an
employee's drug testing results and any
rehabilitation information, The FAA has
decided that the legitimate individual
privacy rights of an employee warrant
strict limitations on the availability of
an employee's drug testing results and
rehabilitation information. The final rule
provides that the release of an
individual's drug test results and any
information ebout an employee's
rehabilitation program is permitted only
with the specific, written consent of the
individual. Due to the specific provisions
discussed previously, this restriction
does not override the requirement to
report tes! results and any rehabilitation
information to the Federal Air Surgeon
of an applicant or an employee who
holds a medical certificate who fails a
drug test. The final rule also provides
that the FAA is entitled to examine
these records and that this information
must be released to the NTSB as part of
an accident investigation or to the FAA
upon request.

Temporary Employees. The FAA
solicited comments in the NPRM on the
proposed definition of temporary
employees and their eligibility for
rehabilitation. RAA agrees with the
FAA's proposed definition that
temporary employees are those

individuals who are hired for a period of
less than 80 days. ATA and Federal

- . Express propose a period of 120 days
and TEMSCO Helicopiers proposes a
period of 150 days or less to determine
an employee's eligibility for
rehabilitation opportunities.

RAA and ATA agree with the FAA's
proposa! to exclude temporary
employees from rehabilitation
opportunities. RAA and ATA oppose the
FAA's proposal to consider employees,
who are eligible for reemployment by
the same employer within 80 days
following the original employment, as
regular employees of the industry and,
therefore, eligible for rehabilitation
opportunities if they are rehired by the
girline.

Several organizations, including
TEMSCO Helicopters and ATA,
comment that the time period of 90-day
employment would adversely affect
businesses who employ individuals on a
seasonal or contract basis for longer
periods of time. SSA states that smail
businesses should not be required to
relain or to rehire a part-time or
temporary employee who volunteers for,
or otherwise participates in,
rehabilitation.

FAA Response. In the NPRM, the FAA
requested comment on the definition of
& temporary employee and whether -
employers should be required to offer

- rehabilitation opportunities and job

security to temporary employees. After
consideration of the comments and due
to deletion of the requirement to offer
rehabilitation and job security to
employees, a definition of temporary
employees in the final rule is
unnecessary. Therefore, an employer is
not required by the rule to offer an
opportunity for rehabilitation or to hold
& position open for any temporary
employee.

However, the final rule makes no
distinction regarding testing of
temporary employees. Thus, an
employer is required by the final rule to
include temporary employees in its drug
testing program. The burden of testing
temporary employees is slight when
compared to the significant risk that a
temporary employee who uses drugs
poses to aviation safety. Thus, the FAA
believes that it is important to test
temporary employees for the presence of
drugs or drug metabolites that may
adversely affect performance of a
sensitive safety- or security-related
function. Many “temporary” employees,
whao actually are recurring sessonal
employees or are regularly and
containually rehired at the end of
specified term, are "permanent”
members of the aviation industry. The
FAA firmly believes that these

individuals clearly should be included in
an employer’s drug testing program in

.. the interest of aviation safety. In

addition, these employees, although they
may consistently perform sensitive
safety- or security-related functions
pursuant to short-term contracts for
different employers, should be included
in EAP education programs because of
their continuous involvement in
commercial aviation activities.

Uniformity versus Flexibility. ATA,
American Alrlines, Delta Airlines, IUFA,
and IFFA believe that all employers and
employees should be subject to uniform
minimum rules and requirements in the
area of drug testing. These entities
strongly believe that company-specific
plans may dilute the effectiveness of the
anti-drug program or lead to harassment
of employees.

EEAC supports the concept of
employer flexibility to design specific
anti-drug programs. EEAC believes that
each employer should determine the
circumstances of employee drug testing
and the content of employee assistance
programs. EEAC supporis
preemployment testing, postaccident
testing, periodic testing incident to
scheduled physical examinations, and
testing based on reasonable cause.
EEAC believes employers should have
the option or requiring random festing of
employees.

EEAC readily endorses EAP services
and rehabilitation of employees but
believes that these benefits should not
be mandated by the government.
Decisions whether an employee has
been rehabilitated and whether an
employee should be permitted to return

- to work should be determined by the

individual employer acting with the
guidance of professionals involved in an
employee’s rehabilitation.

Federal Express believes that use of
controlled substances at any time,
whether on or off the job, should be
prohibited due to the critical safety
concerns in the aviation industry.
Federsl Express states that such &
prohibition “* * * helps ensure safe
operation of afrcraft and protects -
employees and the general public from
unnecessary safety hazards.” However,
Federal Express believes thet the FAA
should impose only minimum regulatory
requirements of a drug teating and
rehabilitation program and allow
carriers to structure individual programs
for their particular employees.

FAA Response. The FAA agrees with
the Commenters who conclude that
mandating minimum, uniform
requirements for comprehensive anti-
drug programs in the commercial
aviation industry is necessary in order
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+ to maximize the effectiveness of the
program and to achieve s safe and drug-

. free commercial aviation workforce. The
FAA believes that the comprehensive
anti-drug program promulgated in this

DHHS guidelines which allow testing for
other drugs, in addition to the five drugs
specified in the appendix, only in the
context of testing based on reasonable
cause. Nelther this final rule nor the

widely among each jurisdiction and
would subject similarly-situated
employees to dissimilar treatment
according to the content of the local law.
Therefore, the FAA believes that it is

final rule meets the agency's statutory
mandate to promote the safety of civil
wircreft operating in air commerce and
that it responds to the public’s need for
a safe aviation environment.

In response to the comments,
particularly in the area of anti-drug
programs implemented by small
aviation entities, the FAA has addressed
the need for employer flexibility by
revising the program requirements or the
implementation dates. The FAA has not
included specific, detailed provisions
regarding the content and requirements
of an individual's treatment due to the
significant variables that affect these
components based on each individual,
the type of drug used, and the level of
any drug use, drug dependence, or drug
sddiction. Thus, in the area of an
employee’s rehabilitation treatment
plan, the FAA agrees that this decision
is best left to the discretion of those
individuals who are significently and
directly involved in the employee’s
rehabilitation,

The FAA has imposed uniform,

* minimum requirements on employers

and employees in other areas of the
comprehensive program. Although
employers are required to comply with
the minimum regquirements, employers
may expand the minimum testing
requirements 1o include other employees
or may offer EAP services and
rehabilitation opportunities to
employees. U the employer expands its

. anti-drug program, any additional
- components of the employet's anti-drug

program may not contradict or dilute the
effectiveness of the FAA's final rule. As
stated in the NPRM, while the FAA
would not prohibit employers from -
taking independent actions beyond
those required by the rule, such actions
may not adversely affect the final rule
and would not be authorized by the
FAA. Therefore, additional benefits or
more stringent procedures would not be
considered part of the employer's
approved program.

The FAA recelved many comments
for revision of the final rule to include
testing for additional drugs and
permission for an employer to use
analytical procedures that are not
addressed in the DHHS guidelines. The
Depariment of Transportation will
address the issue of testing for .
additional drugs in the DOT "Procedures
for Transporlation Workplace Drug *
Testing Programs” {49 CFR Part 40).
DOT intends 1o follow the proposed

DOT procedures address the issue of an
employer's ability to test for drugs, other
than the drugs specified by the FAA, to
the extent that an employer has
independent legal authority to test for
other drugs.

Regulotory Consent. AOPA believes
that the FAA should eliminate the
regulatory section that would require a
pilot to submit to a drug test requested
by an employer, a local law enforcement
officer, or an FAA inspector. AOPA
asserts that the FAA does not have the
suthority or the expertise o administer
# drug test and that refusal to sumbit to
a test is best left to local law.

ATA agrees with the sanctions
proposed for an employee's refusal to
submit to a required iest. Henson
Airlines has an existing policy that an
employee's refusal to submit to a drug or
alcoho] test will result in disciplinary
action that could include dismissal from
the company. .

FAA Response. The FAA has not
revised the provisions proposed in the
NPRM that would provide sanctions for
an employee's refusal to submit to a

. drug test required as part of the .
comprehensive anti-drug program. The . .

FAA believes that the sanctions
proposed in the NPRM are appropriate
and are necessary to ensure compliance
with the requirements of the anti-drug
program. In response to AOPA's
commenl, the FAA would not
“administer" a drug test under this
provision. The FAA would simply
request that the employee submit to a
drug test, collected and analyzed
consistent with the DOT procedures of
49 CFR Part 40, where testing would be
otherwise authorized under an anti-drug
program. This provision is necessary
primarily in the ares of postaccident
drug testing where the FAA may be the
‘only official at the scene of an accident
with the authority to request that an
individua! submit to a postaccident drug
test. ’

The FAA #lso believes that
compliance with the testing
requirements of the final rule is not an
issue that is beet left to local law. As a
preliminary matter, the FAA bas clear
statutory suthority 1o promote and

-maintgin aviation safety. Second, the
FAA is the entity that {ssues pirman
certificates and that is charged with
ensuring that an airman is qualified to

-exercise the privileges of that Federal

certificate. Finally, sanctions impesed
pursuant to State or local law may vary

appropriate to provide that an
individual is disabled from performing a

sensitive safety- or security-related

function and to include sanctions fora -

. failure to submit to e drug test to
promote aviation safety and 1o ensure -

consistent treatment of individuals
engaged in commercial aviation.

Existing Regulations. AOPA, several
small aviation entities, and many
individual commenters believe that the
FAA's existing regulations, and

increased FAA enforcement of these

regulations, are sufficient to deal with
any drug problem in the aviation
industry.

A commenter speaking as national
litigation counsel for AOPA and on
bebalf of the California Aviation
Council and the Orange County
Avigtion Association believes that the
types of testing proposed by the FAA
are duplicative of the existing
opportunities for testing in the periodic
medical examination of commercial and
air transport pilots, In addition, this
commenter states that the FAA has the
authority, pursuant to § 609 of the
Federal Aviation Act, to reexamine or
reinspect any airmam at apy time.- - .- .
Therefore, the commenter beliévés that -
the FAA could implement a lawful drug
testing program within the existing
infrastructure of the FAA's certification
procedures, The commenter also states
that the regulations proposed in the
NPRM create an irreconcilable conflict
with the FAA's safety-enhancement
enforcement system. The commenter
believes that the proposed anti-drug
program will prove detrimental to
aviation safety because the oumber of
enforcement cases brought by the FAA
for violations of the proposed
regulstions will overburden the FAA
and the administrative law judges
assigned to bear enforcement cases,

. FAA Response. The FAA disagrees
with the commenters who state that the
comprehensive anti-drug program
requirements are redundant and that
increased enforcement of the existing
regulations or reexamination of
individual airmen will result in a drug-
free commercial aviation environment.
The existing regulations do not addreas
the issue of drug testing of aviation
personnel performing sensitive safety-
or security-related functions in -
commercial aviation. Thus, in the FAA's -
opinion, enforcement of existing
regulations or individual reexamination
will not sufficiently deter any drug use
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. in commercial aviation. In addition, the

existing reguiations do not address the

-ritical issues of procedural safeguards

in collection and testing of samples for
the presence of drugs or drug
metabolites that are provided in the
D%:‘ pix;cl’cehcll:gma gx!_':: CFR Part 40,
tablishing & testing program
within the existing “i.nﬁ-a:gctmg' of
the existing certification procedures is
equivalent to implementing only a
periodic testing requirement. Because of
an individuals ability to circumvent
periodic testing, based on a relatively
short abstincace from drug use, periodic
testing alone is not e sufficient deterrent
to drug use in commercial aviation. The
FAA believes that it is appropriate and
necessary to provide minimum
requirements, applicable to employers
and employees, that will achieve a drug-
free commercial aviation environment.

Preemption of State and Local Laws.
ATA, Federal Express, and RAA
recommend that the FAA insert a
regulatory provision that explicitly -
proscribes State or local legislation that
would interfere with the consistent and
uniform testing end rehabilitation
opportunities for aviation employees
mandated by this final rule.

FAA Response. The FAA agrees with
the commenters who are critically
concerned shout conflicting State and
local laws that would interfere with gn
effective comprehensive anti-drug - -

" program. The FAA believes that

inconsistent laws or regulationa
applicable 1o the subject matter of this
finel rule will frustrate the intent of the
rule and severely hamper
implementation and administration of
an anti-drug program. Therefore, the
FAA bae included a preemption
provision in the finel rule that ia
intended 1o enhance the efficiency and
effectiveness of the requirements of the
final rule.

The FAA's issuance of the final rule
Freempts any State or local law, rule
regulation, order, or standard that
covers testing of commercial aviation
employees for the presence of drugs or
drug metabolites. The new rule does not
preemp! any State law that imposes
sanctions for the viclation of a provision
of a State criminal code related to
reckless conduct leading 1o sctual loss
of life, injury or damage to property,
whether such provisions apply
specifically to aviation employees or
generally to the public. The scope of the
authority preempted by this final rule
and the authority reserved to the States
is eseentially identical to the provision
in the regulations issued by the Federal
Railroad Administration of the
Department of Transportation {49 CFR
219.13).

- -Waivery or Exemptions. ATA :
believes that waivers and modifications
of an employer’s drug testing program
should be granted if exceptional
circumstances warrant the waiver or
modification and if an equivalent level
of safety can be maintained under the
erms of the waiver. American Airlines
advocates that all carriers should be
subject to identical requirements and
waivers should not be granted.

FAA Response. The rule sets
fortk minimum requirements that must
be included in an employer's anti-drug

However, the rule generally
coes not set forth detailed program
administration requirements in most
areas of the program- Also, an employer
is not prohibited from establishing an
anti-drug program that goes beyond the
minimum requirements promulgated by
this rule. As a result ofihe FAA
approval process of an employer's anti-
drug program, a certain amount of
discretion and flexibility is retained for
an employer's administration of its anti-
drug program. _

On this basis, the FAA has
determined that any requests for
exemption from & requirement of this
rule should be handled in the same
manner as requests for exemptions of
cther FAA regulations under Part 11 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations. The -
FAA believes that a case-by-case.
determination will be necessary to
ensure that any exemptions from the
requirements of this final rule are in the

. public interest.

Contractors

The FAA has revised the proposed
rule as it applies to contractors whose
employees perform sensitive safety- or
security-related service for aviation
entities subject to the rule. Under the
proposed rule, contractors whose
employees perform covered service to
aviation entities were authorized to
submit their own plans io the FAA to
implement directly an anti-drug
program, These contractor employees
aleo could have been included in the
anti-drug program of the aviation entity
for whom they were providing services.
However, for the final rule, the FAA
concluded that all persons performing
sensitive safety- or security-related
functions should be under the plan of
the aviation entity for whom they
provide the services.

The FAA believes that administration
of the anti-drug program would be
vastly more efficient—for aviation
entities directly subject to the rule,
contractors, and the FAA—by reducing
the proliferation of different plans
submitted by & significant number of
contractors who provide covered service

- to the same aviation entity. In addition,

the FAA believes that limiting the

‘submission of plans to those aviation

entities directly subject to the rule will
provide & more consistent approach to

- administration of industry anti-drug

programs and will minimize the
difficulties of ensuring compliance with
the final rule. As noted earlier in this
preamble, the final rule provides that gn
employee who is subject to the
requirements of any employer's FAA-
#pproved anti-drug program may
provide sensitive safety- or security-

related services to any other employer.

Therefore, so long as a contractor
employee is covered by one evistion
entity's anti-drug program, the employee
would be able to provide services for
any employer subject to the rule. Thus, a
contactor whose employees provide
services to multiple aviation entities
would not be subject to any greater
burden than those entities directly
subject to the rule.

Additional Issues
Alcohol The NTSB, AMA, Henson

‘Adrlines, and other individual

gommenters suggest that the FAA
include alcohol as a tested substance in
any required testing program. :

The FAA expressly excluded the Issce
of alcohol testing from this rulemaking
for & variety of reasons stated in the
NPRM; therefore, these commente are
beyond the scope of this rulemaking.
Excluding alcohol testing from this
rulemaking should not be construed to
mean that the FAA is ignoring the fact
that alcoho! may be & substance of
widespread abuse in the aviation
industry. As stated in the NFRW, the
FAA will continue to review the
effectiveness of regulations dealing with
the issue of alcohol use and sbuse in
aviation and may consider additional
rulemaking action in the future. In
addition, employers are not prohibited
from initiating alcohol testing programs
for their employees if not otherwise
prohibited from testing for alcohol.

The Department of Transportation
will include a provision in the DOT
precedures (49 CFR Part 40) that will
enable an employer to test for the
presence of alcohol in an employee's
gystem. Pursuant to those procedures,
the employer could include testing for
alcohol in testing protocols only
pursuant to FAA gpproval if the testing
is authorized under the FAA regulations.

Testing for additional drugs. The
NTSB recommends that the FAA expand
the list of prohibited drugs to include
those substances listed in Schedule Il
and Schedule IV of the Controlled
Substances Act. The NTSB also
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-tecommends that the FAA develop a

medical exemption process to provide’
for a pilot's legitimate medical use of ~ ~

_these substances. ATA recommends

thet mind-altering prescription drugs, -
such as barbiturates, benzodiazepines,
methadone, and methaqualone, also be
listed as prohibited drugs in any drug
testing program. ERA Aviation supports
this recommendation and suggests that
propoxyphene, quaaludes, and codeine
be added to the list of drugs that would
be screened.

The fve druge specifically listed in

' Appendix ] to Part 121 are the five drugs

for which DHHS has set cutoff levels
and testing protocols in its mandatory
guidelines {53 FR 11870, 11873-11974;
April 11, 1988). The Department of
Transportation intends to adopt these
cutoff levels and testing protocols
verbatim in its procedures applicable to
the aviation industry (49 CFR Part 40).
An employer is required to test for
marijuana, cocaine, opiates, :
phencyclidine (PCP), amphetamines, and
metabolites of those drugs because of
the incidence and prevalence of use of

. these drugs in the general population

and based on the experience of the
Department of Defense and the
Department of Transportation in their
drug testing programs. Because analysis
of additional, less-frequently used drugs
tould result in substantial additional
expense, the FAA believes that
requiring an employer to test for these
five drugs is appropriate at this time. -
Any testing for other drugs, beyond the
specified drugs listed in the appendix, is
guthorized only in the context of testing
based on reasonable cavse. Only if, in
that context, the FAA suthorizes testing
for additional Drug X under 45 CFR Part
40 {an approval which would be granted
only after consultation with the
Depertment of Health and Human
Services, and only on the basis of an
HHS-established testing protocol and
positive threshhold)} may the employer
alao test the gample for that drug.

Absent such en approval, if the
employer wants to test, in addition, for
Drug Y, the employer must obtain a
second sample from the employee. The
obtaining of this second sample is not
under the authority of the DOT
regulation. The employer must base its
request for the second sample on
whatever other legal authority is
available, since the employer cannot
rely on the DOT regulation as the basis
for the request.

The FAA is aware theat listing the
drugs that will be analyzed as partof &
drug testing program may result in
individuals using alternative drugs that

. are not analyzed pursuant fo the final

rule. As part of the agency's review and _
anlaysis of the industry's anti-drug
programs, the FAA encourages the -
eviation industry to notify the FAA if
different drugs are being naed in the
aviation community, As part of the
FAA's oversight of the comprehensive
anti-drug program, the FAA will seek
statistica! information, to the extent any
information is available, from the .

National Institute on Drug Abuse

{NIDA), other Federal egencies, and any
other source to determine if additional,
different drugs should be included in the
comprehensive anti-drug program to
ensure avistion safety,

Testing of other individuals, Several

" .commenters, including the AMA, NTSEB,

ATA, and ALPA, suggest that the FAA
expand the list of individuals to be
tested, or defined as senaitive safety-
and security-related employees, under
the regulations. Several entities
recommended that the FAA require
testing of all individuals certificated by
the FAA, including genera! aviation
pilots. ALPA, ATA, and Martin Aviation
recammend that any employee who
performs a function in or around an
aireraft {deicing, weight and balance
computation, fueling, taxiing or towing
aircraft, weather forecasting, baggage
handlers, and cargo personnel) and
supervisors of covered employees be
subject to testing because these
individugls affect aviation safety.
Federal Express states that it would
include ramp agents responsible for
weight and balance of an aircraft,
deicers, and fuelers in a drug testing
program. Federal Express supports
inclusion of aviation security screeners
in a drug testing program although it
does not employ these individuals.
ALPA and American Airlines also urge
the FAA to include corporate officers in
&ny testing program, The Director of the
Santa Maria Public Airpor District
suggests that the FAA amend Part 107,
Part 108, and Part 138 to ensure that -

"employees of certificated airport

operators are included in the anti-drug
program. Trameco, Inc. suggests that Part
145 be amended so that repair station
employers are required to comply with
the anti-drug requirements in the same
manner as Part 121 certificate holders.
Tramco also suggests that aircraft
manufacturers be required to implement
an anti-drug program.

After review of these various

" comments, the FAA has retained the

basic regulatory list of functions
proposed in the NPRM. However, the
FAA has eliminated parachute rigging
duties from the list of functions
contained in Appendix I to Part 121. The
activities performed by parachute

riggers do not have a direct and
significant impact on the safe operation

_ of civil aircraft as do the other sensitive
safety- and security-related functions ~— .~
-~ listed in the appendix, .

The FAA has not revised the rule to
require drug testing of pupervisory or
managerial employees, However, the
FPAA notes that under the proposed rule
and the fina! rule, supervisory or
managerial employees who perform
senpitive safety- or security-related
functions for an emplayer are not
permitied to perform these functions, -

either on & permanent or temporary

basis, unless those employees are
subject to the requirements of the
employer’s anti-drug program. Also,
repair station employers and employees
are subject to the requirements of an
anti-drug program if these individuals
provide contract service to an employer
who is subject to the requirements of
this final rule, Under the terms of the
rule, a Part 121 certificate holder, a Part
135 certificate holder, or an entity or
individual covered by the rule because
they operate for compensation or hire
may only use the services of persons
who are subject to the requirements of
an FAA-spproved program. Therefore,
although Part 145 wes not amended,
repair station employers and employees
are included to the extent that they

-provide contract service or repair

aircraft operated by an employer subject
to the final rule.

‘The comprehensive anti-drug
programs, proposed by the operating
administrations within the Department
of Transportation, focus on drug testing
for various commercial transportation
activities. The scope and direction of the
FAA's comprehensive anti-drug program
is consistent with the present
Department-wide policy. )

The FAA encourages the public and
members of the aviation indusiry 1o
submit information to the FAA {directed
to the person listed in the heading “POR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT"] that
may warrant inclusion of different drugs
in a drug testing program or additional
cetegories of employees to be tesied. If
it is necessary to preserve
confidentiality of any information
submitted to the FAA, the FAA
encourages aviation industry
representatives or {rade associaticns to
transmit the information to the FAA,
The FAA will monitor the date gathered
pursuant to this program, and will
continue o review other information
regarding drug use in private and
commercial aviation, o determine if
further rulemaking action in this area is
required or necessary. The FAA may
revise other sections af the Federal
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Aviation Regulations, to broaden the
applicebility and scope of the
comprehensive anti-drug program, if

Statulory authority. One commenter
gquestions the authority of the FAA to
promulgate regulations that proscribe

further study warrants this action. The - --tecreational drug use by any airman

final rule does not prohibit an employer
from testing any other employee or

- group of employees, if the employer is
not otherwise prohibited, that the :
employer determines should be tested
for drugs to provide safety or efficiency
in the workplace. -

Cor:flict with foreign lows ar policies.
We have determined not to make the
rule applicable in any situation where
compliance would violate the domestic
laws or policies of another country. In
addition, because of the potential
confusion that may exist involving
application of this rule in situations
where compliance could violate forelgn
lews or policies, we have determined
not to make the rule applicable, until
January 1, 1990, in eny situstion where a
foreign government contends that
compliance with our rule raises
questions of compatibility with its
domestic laws or policies. During the
next yeer, the Department of
Transportation and other U.S.
government officials will be working
closely with representatives of foreign
governments with the goal of reaching a
permanent resolution to eny conflict
between our rule and foreign laws and
policies. The U.S. and Canadian
Governments have already established
& bilateral working group in an attempt
to achieve this chjective. We believe
that considerable progress has already
Eeen made, end further meetings will be
held in the near future. While we believe
that this can be 8 model for addressing
the concerns of other countries, it is not
intended to be the exclusive means. The
Administrator may delay the effective
date further under this section, if such
delay is necessary to permit
consultation with any foreign
governments to be successfully
completed.

It is the agency's intention to issue &
notice no later than December 1, 1988,
that would make any necessary
emendments to the rule as & result of
discussions with foreign governments.
Shortly after their issuance, any such
notices will be published in the Federal
Register. While we recognize that any
decision not to epply our rule to foreign
citizens has the potential to create some
anomalous conditions in competitive
situations, it is the intention of the U.S.
Government to make every efiort to
resolve potential conflicts with foreign
governments in a manner that
accommodates their concerns while
ensuring the necessary level of safety by
those we regulste.

during hie oz her free time that does not
impair the airman’s petformence on the
job. As stated by the commenter, the
FAA’s mandate is to ensure the safety of
civil aviation and not to enforce criminal
drug enforcement laws.

The FAA clearly has the statutory
authority to mandate continuing
eligibility requirements and minfmum
physical and medical standards to'
promote and develop seafety in air
commerce and civil aeronautics. For
example, the FAA has clear suthority to
prohibit off-duty consumption of alcohol
prior to eircraft operation to ensure that
8 crewmember is not impaired by
alcohol while acting or attempting to act
&3 a crewmember of a civil aircraft.
Similarly, in the FAA's opinjon, this
broad authority includes the authority
end sbility to prohibit the presence of
any drug or drug metabolite in an
individual's system that may adversely
affect aviation safety.

As noted in the NPRM, it often is
difficult to detect the subtle and varying
degrees of drug impairment to molor
skills and judgment that are critical to
eircraft operation or performance of
sensitive safety- and security-related .
duties. Certain drugs or drug metabolites
remain in an individual's system long -
after use and may impair an individual's
subsequent performance, Indeed, the
Vice President of a national firm
providing consultation services on drug
sbuse prevention to American Airlines,
with significant experience in
identification and treatment of drug
users, states that marijuana use disrupts
recall and short-term memory and that
there is serfous impairment of skills
appropriate to industrial operations for
10 to 12 hours after smoking & single
marijuana cigarette. The FAA believes
that it is clearly in the public interest
and within the FAA's statutory authority
to ensure that any “hangover effect”
essociated with recreatiorial use of
tllegal drugs does not interfere with an -
individual’s performance and, thus,
jeopardize air safety.

Summary of Significant Char;gei From
the Proposed Rule

The FAA amended several sections of
the proposed rule in response to
comments received from the public on
the issues and in response to questions
raised in the NPRM. Any changes that
eignificantly altered the requirements of
the anti-drug program are discussed
previously and ere summarized in this
section. .

. regar

The definition of en “employee™ in
-Appendix I to Part 121 was amended to
make it clear that employees of an entity

- that holds both a Part 121 certificate and
- a Part 135 certificate are to be

considered employees of the Part 121
certificate holder. This will ensure that
all emdgloyees of a single entity, :

ess of the type of operating
certificate held by the employer, are
subject to the same requirements and
time schedules for the purposes of an
anti-drug program.

The definition of “employer” also was
amended. This section was emended to
make it clear that an employee of one
company that has implemented an anti-
drug program may perform sensitive
safety- or security-related functions for
another employer. For example, a
mechanic employed by American
Airlines, who is covered by American's
anti-drug program, is permitted to
perform maintenance duties or repair
work on an aircraft owned by United
Airlines. :

The Department of Transportation has
determined that certain modifications of
the DHHS guidelines, proposed in the
NPRM, are appropriate for this
rulemaking. The FAA has referenced a
DOT interim fina] rule {40 CFR Part 40),
entitled “Procedures for Transportation
“Workplace Drug Testing Programs,” in
this final rule.

The FAA did not revise gignificantly
the section of the appendix regarding
the substances for which testing must be
conducted. However, the appendix
provides that testing for drugs listed in
Schedule ! and Schedule O of the
Controlled Substances Act is permitted
only during testing based on reasonable
cause, In addition, the testing must be
conducted in accordance with the DOT
“Procedures for Transportation
Workplace Drug Testing Programs"” and
pursuant to the employer’s epproved
anti-drug program.

‘The FAA clarified the preemployment
testing provision to make it clear that an
employer may use & person o perform a
sensitive safety- or security-related
function who passed a previous
preemployment drug test for an
employer and has continuously been
subject to testing under an approved
anti-drug program even if the individusl
is not currently employed by that
employer, The rule prohibits an
employer from “hiring” any person after
failing ¢ preemployment test. The
rule does not require an employer 10 test
every applicant but only to test an
applicant before he or she is actually
hired by the employer.

The periodic testing provision was
revised to make it clear that an
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. employee is only required to provide -
-one specimen for testing during the

- employee's first periodic medica! -
sxamination in the first calendar year of
fmplementation of the final rule, Also,
this section was revised to enable an
employer 1o discontinue periodic drug
testing of employees as part of a
medical examination after the firat full
calendar year of implementation of the

- employer's anti-drug program. After the
first year of implementation, the

_employer's random testing program
sbould be fully implemented and
periodic testing as part of & medical
examination may be eliminated.

The FAA revised the random testing
provision of the final rule in response to
the comments and with reference to the
plans of the random testing program
started by the Department of
Transportation. The final rule provides
for phased implementation of
uwnannounced testing based on random
selection beginning with an annualized
rate equal {o 25 percent of covered
employees during the first 12 months of
program implementation. Thereafter, the
employer must achieve and maintain an
annuelized testing rate equal to 50
percent of the covered employees. The
FAA elsc sdded a provision that would
enable an employer to randomly select
employees for unannounced testing
based on a method, other than the
methods originally proposed in the
NPRM, that has been approved by the
FAA

The FAA has amended the
postaccident testing provision. The
revised section requires an employer to
ensure that postaccident testing is
conducted as soon as possible but not
later than 32 hours after an accident.

As discussed previously, the FAA has
expanded the bases upon which an
employer may substantiate the
determination 1o test an employee based
on reazonable cause. In order o address
concerns expressed in the comments,
the FAA has included a provision in this
section that aliows a small aviation
employer to test an employee based on
a determination of reasonable cause
made by only one supervisor trained in
detection of drug use symploms. As
proposed in the NPRM, an employer
may test an employee performing a
sensitive pafety- or security-related
function for any Schedule I or Schedule
I drug, if the employer conducts the
testing based on reasonable cause in a
manner consistent with the employer's
approved anti-drug program and the
DOT procedures {48 CFR Part 40).

In response 10 comments specifically
solicited in the NPRM, the FAA has
included a provision for unannounced
testing after an employee's return to

duty. Employees who failed a drug test
or who refused o submit to a drug test
and who have not receiveda -

_ recommendation to return to duty ko
" an MRO must be tested in accordance

with the return-to-duty provision of the
final rule. This section requires an
employer to implement & reasonable
furogram of unannounced testing, for not

nger than 80 months, after an
individual has been hired or an
employee hes returned to duty to
perform a sensitive safety- or security-

-Jelated function.

The FAA has expanﬁed the role of the

medical review officer (MRO). For
example, the MRO will review
rehabilitation programs to determine if
-an employee may return to duty or an
individuel may be hired to perform a
sensitive safety- or security-related
function for an employer. The MRO slso
is the final arbiter in the case of disputes
regarding a schedule for unannounced
testing after an employee’s return to
duty. The FAA has added severa!
provisions to this section to describe the
duties of an MRO and the invaolvement
of the Federal Alr Surgeon where an -
individual who holds a medical

" gertificate tests positive for the presence
of a drug or drug metabolite. -

The FAA has added a provision that
protects the confidentiality of employee
drug testing resulis and any .
rehabilitation information. This
information may be released by an
employer only with the written consent
of the employee. However, the FAA may
examine test resuli and rehabilitation
records and the information may be
released to the NTSB as part of an
accident investigation or 1o the FAA
upon request.

For various reasons discussed

- previously and in response to many
comments, the FAA determined that
opportunities for rehabilitation and job
security for employees will not be
mandated by this final rule.
Rehabilitation opportunities and job -
security issues may be considered by an
employer and should be determined by
employers and employees in the specific
employment context.

The FAA has tailored the schedule
proposed in the NPRM for submitting an
anti-drug program to the FAA and
implementation of an anti-drug program
in response to comments received in

. response to the NPRM. These changes

have been fully discussed previously. In
essence, the large aviation companies
are required to comply with the
schedules proposed in the NPRM,
Smaller aviation companies have
additional time 1o develop and
Implement an interim anti-drug program
and slightly broader timeframes to

develop and submit a rendom testing
program. The smallest aviation entities
covered by the rule initislly have
additional time to develop and

implement tésting programs for thelr —

employees. _

The FAA also has included a section
in Appendix I to Part 121 to provide for
the preemptive effect of these
regulations regarding any State or local
law covering the subject matter of drug
testing of commercial aviation

. employees. However, issuance of the

final rule does not preempt State -
criminal laws that impose sanctions for
reckless conduct leading to death,

- injury, or property damage.

Comments on the Cost of the Anti-Drug
Program .

Most small entities object 1o the anH-
drug program based on the financial and
administrative burden that these entities
believe would result from 7
implementation of the rule as propesed.
Executive Air Fleet (EAF) is a Part 135
certificate holder with 200 employees -
who would be covered by the proposed
rules, Because drug testing is
widespread in other industries, EAF
siates that the aviation industry should -
“move ahead” with the proposed rules.
However, EAF states that the potential
costs of an anti-drug program could be
burdensome even to an operation the
size of EAF. EAF estimates that drug
testing as proposed in the NPRM would
cost $25,000 annually to test its 200 ‘
covered employees. EAP services would
cost up to £26 per employee, EAF
believes that EAP services would have -
to be available to the total employee
population, nct only sensitive safety- or

‘security-related employees, because it is

a benefit offered to employees. Thus,
EAF estimates that EAP services for a
business employing 400 individuals
would cost $10,400 annually.

Metro Air is a Parl 135 certificate
bolder using two single-engine aircrafi,
two light twin-engine aircraft, and three
helicopters. Metro Air also is & flight
school operator using 15 aircrafi. Metro
Air employs six full-time pilots and four
to five part-time pilots. Metro Air states

“that the proposed rule is not financially

feasible for small commercial operators
because the company is not in a position
to retain or offer rehabilitation to an
employee who tests positive for drugs
and the cost of hiring an MRO to
interpret test results would be
prohibitive. Metro Air believes that the
FAA should conduct all drug testing of
employees and administer any
rehabilitation offered to an employee. -
Ryder Systems, Inc. employs over
40,000 individuals who perform a variety
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of jobs in the transportation industry,
Ryder Systems implemented an EAP in
1384, Ryder Systems estimates that 40
percent of the employees enrolled in the
EAP due to controlled substance abuse
problems require 28- to 30-day inpatient
treatment that costs between $10,000 to
$20,000. The average cost for controlled
substance rehabilitation per employee ia
$3,000. On this basis, Ryder Systems
believes that the FAA should only
require that an employer establish an
EAP and offer EAP services to an
employee but should not specify the
details of an EAP or rehabilitetion
program. However, Ryder Systems
Lelieves that the FAA should preserve
the employer’s discretion to determine
EAP eligibility standards for employees,
{reatment of repeat offenders, and the
conditions for allowing an employee to
return to work,

American Airlines estimates that
rehabilitstion and freatment of an
employee costs $8,000. For this reason
and fo ensure that the quality of
treatment will Jead to a reasonable
Trognosis for recovery, American
Airlines believes that employers and
contractors should be financially
responsible for rehabilitation.
Conversely, RAA and several small
aviation entities, including Martin
Aviation, Inc., believe that the FAA
should not force airlines to incur the
cost of employee rehabilitation due to
the economic impact of the requirement
on the regional airline industry.

RAA stetes that the average costof a
single random test would be $55 and
that retesting for verification of positive
results could cost up to $80 per test. On
this basis, RAA estimates that the cost
of random testing at a rate of 125
percent annually for regional eitline
pilots only will approach $500,000
annually. Due to the high cost of testing
at a rate of 125 percent and the fact that
the proposed rules would require testing
of other aviation safety-related
personnel in addition to pilots, RAA
suggests that & random sampling rate of
50 percent would be appropriate.

Suburban Airlines employs 211
employees who would be covered by the
proposed program. Suburban estimates
that the FAA's program would cost aover
$28,000 annually at present employment
levels. Based on Suburban’s experience,
5 percent of intial tests indicate positive
results for the presence of drugs and
must be confirmed to verify the initial
test results. Tramco, Inc., a certificated
repair station, estimates that complience
with the anti-drug program will cost
$24,000 annusily plus counseling and
lost time costs,

ALPA believes that the FAA
incorrectly estimated the cost of the

proposed anti-drug program and, -~

therefore, the drug testing program is not

justified by any reasonable cost-benefit
analysis. ALPA states that the
labaratory cost per test, assuming a
rundom 1esting rate of 125 percent and a
negotiated cost aimilar to the cost
contained in the economic anralysis, is
merely a fraction of the total costs
essociated with a drug testing program.
ALPA maintains that a drug testing
program could cost at least $260 million
E:r year, ALPA's astimate of cost is

sed on substanti] administrative and
personnel expenses, transportation of
employees o a vollection site, employee
tompensation during collection of a
specimen, and com ation of
employees who replace employees being
tested during revenue flighte.

A commenter speaking as national
litigation counsel for AOPA and on
behalf of the California Aviation
Council and the Orange County .
Aviation Association believes that the
FAA understated the costs and :
overgeneralized the benefits of the
proposed rule contained in the economic
summary of the NPRM. This commenter
also believes that the FAA failed to

consider more effective, practical, and

less intrusive programs to deal with any
drug problem that might exist in the
aviation indusiry, The commenter states
that the economic analysis fails to
consider the potentially destructive
economic effect of the proposed rules on
small, commercial operators. Therefore,
the commenter states that the FAA may
not issue a final rule because the FAA
has failed to meet the criteria of
Executive Order 12291,

California Aeromedical Rescue and
Evacuation, Inc. [CARE] does not
believe that the proposed rules are
reasonable due to the lack of evidence
of a drug problem in aviation. CARE
comments that the cost of maintaining a
drug testing program, whether or not
that program includes random testing, is
significant. CARE employs 10 pilots, 4
mechanics, and approximately 45 flight
nurses and flight medics, CARE
estimates that the cost per test is $45
end, therefare, the fiscal impact on its
operations will be between $8,000 to
$12,000 per year. CARE believes that its
scarce financial resources should be
used for training, equipment, and
maintenance. CARE states that
preemployment and probable causs
testing are wise and prudent measures.
CARE predicts that including other
types of testing will cause some of its
employees to leave the company due to
issues related to the constitutionality of
uwnannounced testing without
particularized suspicion of drug use.
CARE states that the costs of litigation

and training for new employees should
be directed to other more useful -
avenues. - - - . -

The commenters stress that while the
costs developed by the FAA may be
appropriate for larger companies, who

-are able to take advantage of

“economies of scale,” small aviation
companies would incur significantly
higher costs.

Two commenters who submitted a
joint comment on the economic analysis
contained in the NPRM dispute the .
benefits of the proposals in the NPRM,
particularly with the FAA's estimate of
the possible detection rate. These
commenters present statiatical analyses,
using the data in the NPRM on general
aviation pilots, to demonstrate, in their
opinion, a considerably reduced
detection rate and, therefore,
considerably reduced benefits,

FAA Response. The FAA agrees that
coats of screening and confirmation

" tests may reflect the bulk purchasing

power of laboratory service for a large
number of specimens and, therefore,
may be applicable only to large aviation
companies, However, the FAA lacks
clear and definitive data regarding the
extent to which “economies of scale”
will affect or reduce costs, Although
some commenters believe that the FAA
fm comida; tl;:l:tl amted with
& tration o anti program,
the initial Regulatory Evaluation and the
FAA's total costs stated in the NFRM
included these administrative costs,

The figures in the NPRM were based
on average industry costs available to
the FAA at the time of the NPRM. The
FAA believes that the costs contained in
the NPRM may closely equate to actual
costs because the vast majority of
personnel subject to the testing
requirements of the proposed rule, by a
ratio of 10 employees of large companies
to one employee of amall companies, are
employees of large companies, —
Moreover, the FAA notes that small Part
135 certificate holders and other emall |
aviation companies often are associated
with larger companies, The FAA
believes that small aviation operators
could participate with large companies,
much as these small compenies contract
for maintenance, reservations services,
gate agents of larger companies, to
conduct the required tests pursuant to
the rules and. thus, take advantage of
the econamies of acale.

Nevertheless, the FAA increased the
estimate of drug testing costs in an effort
1o respond to the concerns expressed by
the commenters and to refiect the
potential testing costs incurred by amall
aviation operators. For the purposes of
the Regulatory Impact Analysis of the
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final role, the cost estimate of screening
tests was increased to $25.00 per test
.the cost estimate of confirmation tests
was increased 1o $35.00 per test; and the
administrative costs were increased to
$35.00 per test.

The FAA recognizes that broad
rehabilitation programs would be very
eostl¥ and could be cost-prohibitive for
small aviation companies. For a variety
of ressons discussed previously, the
final rule does not require an employer
to offer an opportunity for rehabilitation
to employees and the FAA has not
mandated a minimum amount of time
that an employer must hold a position -
open while an employee is prohibited
from performing sensitive safety- or
security-related functions.

In estimating the benefits that are
expected 10 accrue as a result of a
comprehensive anti-drug program, the
FAA noted its lack of epecific, available
data in the NPRM. The FAA disagrees
with the commenters who dispute the
analysis of benefits provided by the
FAA in the NPRM and notes that a
comparison of the benefits determined
by these commenters with the estimated
costs of the rule would still resultin a
cosi beneficial rule. No evidence is
available to demonstrate that sole
reliance on the data regarding deceased
general aviation pilots is representative
of the population of employees who are
subiect 1o lesting under the provisions of
the final rule. :

Infrequent and sporadic data is
available in the commercial aviation
sector. The FAA can not rely solely on
informetion deduced from the two
commercial aviation accidents
discussed previously. The information
does not revea)] any significant patterns

. that would assist the FAA's estimates of
costs and benefits of the proposals and,
in ary event, this information is not
generally representative of personnel
who are not pilots but who are subject
to the requirements of the rule. For these
reasons, the FAA believes that it is
appropriate to use the national NIDA
study information to estimate the
potential costs of the rule because it
more accurately reflects the broad
population of employees who would be
iested pursvant 1o a comprehensive drug
testing program.

Economic Summary

In accordance with the requirements
of Executive Order 12291, the FAA
reviewed the cost impact and benefits of
this final rule. Cost factors were
obtained from information in the public
docket including comments received
during the FAA's public hearings,
Additional data were furnished by air
carrier trade associations, public

institutions, and major chemical and
drug testing laboratories. This
rulemaking does not meet the criteria of
& "major” rule under Executive Order
12281 because It is not Lkely to have an
ennual effect on the economy of $100
million or more. A summary of the
FAA's estimates of the costs and
benefits ia provided below. However,
because the rulemaking is a costly . .-
undertaking, the FAA considers the fina!
Tule to be a “major” rule under ‘

. Executive Order 12291, For this reason,

the FAA prepared, and placed in the
docket, a Regulatory Impact Analysis of
the Enal rule. In addition, because the
rule involves issues of substantial
interest to the public, the FAA

.determined that the rulemaking is

significant under the Regulatory Policies
and Procedures of the Department of
Transportation {44 FR 11034; February 2,
1

978}, .

Ca}sts. The FAA estimated that the
requirements of the final rule, over the
10-year period from 1990 to 1098, will
cost approximately $240.3 mitlion in
1987 dollars {an average of $24.0 million
per year] or approximately $135.2
million discounted over that 10-year
period. The discounted cost inciudes
{rounded to the nearest million) $87.1
million for random testing: $6.2 million
for periodic testing, postaccident testing,
testing based on reasonable cause, and
return-to-duty testing; $8.8 million for
preemployment testing; $10.8 million for
blind samples submitted to laboratories;
$10.3 million for EAP education and
training cost; and $2.4 million for costs
associated with preparation and
submission of an employer's anti-drug
program.

Costs of postaccident testing, lesting
based on reasonable cause, and return-
to-duty testing are included as part of
periodic testing costs. The FAA used
one-half of one percent of the estimated
population tested annually as the
number that will be tested under one of
these three circumstances. The analysie
of these costs is set forth in the full
Reguletory Impact Analysis (Exhibit A)
included in the public docket.

The final rule will affect 149 entities
that hold Part 121 certificates, 3.814
entities that hold Part 135 certificates
providing scheduled and on-demand
service, and contractors who provide
services to those certificate holders. The
rule also will affect an undetermined
number of entities engaged in operations
listed in § 135.1(b) for compensation or
hire. The FAA has been unable to
determine the exact number of these
organizations due to the highly
diversified and multipurpose nature of
their operations. For purposes of
analyzing the cost impact of the final

rule on these entities, the FAA
estimated that approximately 1,500
entities, the same number a3 repair
siations, are engaged in operations
listed in § 135.1(b) for compensation or .
hire. Based on these estimates, the FAA
estimsted that 538,000 persons willbe
subject to drug testing in 1831 pursuant
to the requirements of the final rule.

The FAA eatimated that the cost of an
initia} screening test for the presence of
drugs or drug metabolites will be 25 per
test. The FAA expects that 12.5 percent
of initial screening tests will require
confirmation testing in accordance with
the guidelines and standards contained
in Appendix I to Part 121. Of the total
initia] screening tests, 7.5 percent are
expected to be confirmed as true
positives; 5.0 percent are expected to
result in false positive test results after
confirmation. The remainder are not
expected to ba confirmed as positive
either because the specimen failed to
meet the minimam threshold to be
scientifically considered as positive, or
because the specimen did not show the
presence of drugs or drug metabolites.
Confirmation tests are estimated to cost
$35 per test. The FAA notes that en
employer can realize substantial savings
by contracting with 8 drug testing
laboratory for a fixed price that includes
the cost of initial screening tests and
confirmation tests rather than paying for
these tests separately. For axample, the
Coast Guard currently pays a single,
fixed price of $21 for screening tests and
eny resulting confirmation tests under &
single contract with a drug testing -
laboratory.

The FAA estimated thal s screening
test will require 15 minutes of a person’s
time to provide information for chain-of-
custody forms and to provide a urine
sample for drug testing. Thus, the FAA
included a factor equal to 25 percent of
an average, fully aliocated, hourly wage
for each occupetional group covered by
the final rule. The FAA also assumed
that affected persons will provide urine
samples for testing while on duty. The
FAA included $35 per test as an
administrative cost to cover, among
other things, collection of specimens,
reporting and recordkeeping, and chain-
of-custody procedure costa. The FAA
recognizes that these costs can vary
significantly depending on a number of
variables, For example, specimens may
be collected in a medical setting (i.e., in
8 hospita) or a clinic, in the presence of
medical doctors, nurses, medical -
technicians). Collection of specimens in
# medical setting is not required by this
rule. Less expensive settings and
nonmedical personnel trained for
specimen collection may be used by the
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aviation industry. Collection sites may

accrue based on the potentia! reduction

be either centrally located or dispersed - —in employee absences from work, lost

throughout remote geographical
locations. DOT's drug testing program
and the FAA’s periodic drug testing
program illustrate the cost variations
associated with specimen collection,
DOT uses a contractor fo coliect
specimens at various, dispersed
locations throughout the country. DOT
pays an aversge of $123 for each
gpecimen collected. Specimens collected
as part of the FAA periodic testing
program are collected by aviation
medical examiners. Collection costa for
periodic testa range from $10 to $45 per
specimen. The FAA considered these
costs when estimating the
adminisirative costs of the final rule.
After consideration of the cost
variations, the estimated administrative
costs are representative of the costs
expected in the aviation industry. The
FAA increased the edministrative costa
contained in the NPRM on the basis of
information submitted by commenters.
The FAA believes that the sviation
industry will find the most economical
method of sample collection and will do
80 at costa that most closely mirror the
cosis charged to the FAA by aviation
medical examiners for collection of
epecimens for periodic testing.

In the case of most postaccident
testing, testing besed on reasonable
cause, and testing after return to duty
triggered by refusal to submit to a test or
failure of 2 previous drug test, the FAA
assumed that collection costs for these
tests are the same as the collection costs
for random tests, However, the FAA
agsumed that the cost associated with
coliection of a small percentage of
postaccident specimens would be $100
per test. The FAA used this higher figure
to address the probability that
posiaccident specimens may be
collected at a remote accident site or a
location other than & site that the
employer routinely collects specimens.
Conversely, specimens collected for
testing based on reasonable cause or
testing after return 10 duty could be
collected in a central location or at the
" same location where ather specimens
are collected pursuant to the
requirements of the final rule.

Benefits. The FAA believes that three
major benefits will result from the
promulgation of the final rule. First,
benefits will accrue from the prevention
of potential injuries or [atelities and
property losses due to accidents
atiributed to neglect or error on the part
of employees performing sensitive
safety- or security-related functions
whose motor ekills or judgment may be
fmpaired by drugs, Second, benefits will

productivity, reduced medical and
insurance costs due to on-the-job
accidents, and improved genera! safety
fn the workplace, Third, broad benefits
in the development of air commerce will
accrue from projected diminished drug
use by comimercial aviation employees,
thereby increasing public confidence in
the commercial aviation transporation
industry. .

A review of the commerical aviation
eafety record shows that drug use may
have been & cause or factor in enly two
recent aviation accidents. One accident
was in 1983 and involved an all-cargo
operation. The second accident was in
1988 and involved g passenger
operation. Both accidentis have been
described previously in this rulemaking
document. Drug use has not been
established as a definitive causal factor
of either accident. In the absence of
readily-available statistical data
depicting the extent of drug use by
employees in commercial aviation and
in light of the pernicious effects of drug
use, the FAA does not consider the
existing safety record to be an exclusive
and valid indicator of the threat to
aviation safety posed by aviation
employee drug nse. However, ‘
allegatione of drug use by the pilot an
capilot of Continental Air Express Flight
2286 that crashed on January 19, 1988,
killing 9 people, reveal the significant
and real potential for fatal aircraft
accidents that may be related o the use
of drugs in commercial aviation. In light
of data regarding drug use by mechanics
and repairmen submitted in reponse to
the ANPRM, the FAA also {s concerned
about the potential for aviation
accidents attributable to drug use by
commercia! avietion maintenance
personnel.

The FAA estimates that $84.3 million
in discounted benefits would result from
promulgation of the final rule if one
accident sttributed to drug-impaired
performance by an individual who
performs & sensitive safety- or security-
related function in commercial aviation,
involving a narrow-body, three-engine,
commercial aircraft carrying 133
passengers and 5 crewmembers, is
prevented during the 10-year period
from 1990 to 199¢ {Exhibit E). Although
not claimed as a benefit in this
Regulatory Impact Analysis, the benefits
sesociated with the prevention of a
single accident, during the 10-year
period from 1890 to 1999, would be
considerably more if the accident

involved & 4-engine, wide-body aircraft

carrying 289 passengers and 19

crewmembers. In this event, discounted
benefits would total $210.9 million.

“The FAA nlso attempted to estimate . _._
benefits of the final rule, other than
those benefits that may result from the
prevention of aircraft accidents,
ssaqciated with diminished drug use by
commercial aviation personnel or any
drug-deterrent effect that would result
from promulgatior of the final rule.

These estimated benefits consist of
fmproved employee productivity as a
result of drug use detetrence. A report
released in 1687 by the National
Institute or: Drug Abuse (NIDA), entiiled
“Strategic Planning for Workplace Drug
Abuse Programs,” reveals that drug and
alcohol abusers are involved in an
additiona} 3.8 more accidents than
nonabusers: file 1.5 additional workers'
compensation claims then nonabusers;
file 2.5 times mare often for sick leave of
8 or more consecutive deys than
ronabusers; and incur 3 imes the
amount of normal medical costs than
nonabusers.

In the absence of pertinent data, the
FAA assumed that the rate of drug use
by the 538,000 covered gviation
personnel ie approximately the same as
the rate of drug use in the general
population {e.g., 10 percent). The FAA
also assumed that the productivity of
employees who use drugs is 85 percent
of the productivity of employees who do
not use drugs.

In order to be conservative in
estimating the costs of the fima! rule, the
FAA assumed that 7.5 percent of the
covered aviation personnel would
produce test results that are confirmed
positive for prohibited drug use.
However, this estimate is premised on
testing that produces optimum detection
rutes and the fact that drug users may
continue to use drugs despite
implementation of a comprehensive drug
testing program that includes
unannounced testing based on random
selection. Realistically, the FAA expects
that tesﬁnjlfursuant to the final rule
will not achieve optimury detection rates
and that some drug nsers will cease to
use drugs rather than face the
consequences of being detected by
testing under the fina! rule.

The FAA hypothesized that 1.0
percent of the affected aviation
population will stop using drugs
voluntarily in the face of a
comprehensive drug testing program.
These individuals are expected to
continue to perform sensitive safety- or
security-related functions without the
presence of drugs or drug metabolites in
their systems. As noted above, the FAA
assumed that drug users are 85 percent
effectiva at their jobs compared to
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employee’ who do not use drugs. Thus, .
the aviation industry would realize a 5

rcent on-the-job productivity increase

sach individual who ceaser to use

drugs. Therefore, the FAA estimated
that employee productivity gains of
$97.3 million, or $54.3 miition discounted
over the 10-year period from 1990 to
1999, will accrue 1o the aviation industry
based on the reduction of illegal drug
use and increased employee
productivity (see Exhibit G).

Benefit/Cost Comparison. The iotal
cost of compliance with the
yequirements of the final rule is
estimated to be $240.3 million in 1987
dollars and $135.2 million, at & present
worth discount rate of 10 percent, over
the projected 10-year period form 1990
to 1999. The FAA han been unable to
quantitatively estimate the accident
prevention effectiveness of the final
rule. Nevertheless, the FAA believes
that drug use, unless stemmed, will
continue to pose a threat to avistion
safety. The FAA estimates that
preventing one accident involving an
average size, commercial, passenger
eircraft during the 10-year period from
1850 to 1899 would result in discounted
benefits of $84.3 million. Likewise,
discounted benefits ensuing from
increased employee productivity are
estimated to be $54.3 million. Thus, total
discounted benefits expected to result
from promulgation of the final rule
amount! to $138.6 million. The benefit to
cost ratio of the final ryle js 1.03.

Regulatory Flexibility Determination

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1950
requires a Federal agency to review any
final rule to assess its impact on small
businesses. In consideration of the cost
Information discussed previously and
included in the full Regulatory Impact
Analysis, the FAA certifies that the final
rule may have a significant negative
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. In an effort to
relieve the burden on small entities, the
FAA modified the requirements of the
fina! rule and provided alternative
schedules and implementation periods
directed solely at small aviation entities
to provide some measure of relief from
the costs associated with the rule. The
FAA enticipates that these
modifications will reduce burdens
associaled with the requirements of the
final rule on small entities without
adversely effecting aviation salety.

International Trade Impact Statement

The final rule will affect only
domestic operators and, therefore, will
heve no impact on trade opportunities
for U.S. firms doing business overseas or
on foreign firms doing business in the

" policies of a foreign country or a foreign
- the rule ruises guestions of compatibility

- to estimate the possible competitive

Conclusion

The finel rule requires domestic and
supplementa! air carriers, commercial
operators of large aircraft, air taxi and ~
commuter operators, certain commercial
. operators, certain contractors to these

operators, located in the United States

or in a foreign country, and air traffic -
- control facilities not operated by the
maintenance or preventive maintengnce FAA or the U.S. military to have an anti-
work on U.S.-registered aircraft unless  ~ drug program for employees who
they participate in &n anti-drug program.  perform, either in the United States or in
Thus, foreign repair stations may be a foreign country, sensitive safety- or
affected economically, Likewise, this security-related functions. Testing under
program also will result in an expense to  this final rule will be conducted by an
U.S. certificate holders operating employer prior to employment,
overseas because these entities will be periodically, randomly, after an
required o establish anti-drug programs,  accident, based on reasonable cause,
which will not be required of their and sfter an employee returna to duty to
foreign competitors. The FAA ia unable perform a sensitive safety- or security-
related function for an employer. The
final rule also will require that an
employer provide EAP education and
training services 10 employees and
supervisors. The rule is necessary to
prohibit an employee from performing a
sensitive safety- or security-related
function for an employer while that

.employee has a prohibited drug in his or

her system or if that employee has used
drugs as evidenced by a drug test
showing the presence of drugs or drug
metabolites. The rule is intended to

_ ensure a drug-free aviation workforce

> and to eliminate drug use and abuse in
commercial aviation. The FAA believes
that the finel rule will reduce the
potential for drug-related aviation
accidents and will foster identification
of commercial aviation employees who
use drugs.

Pursuant to the terms of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1880, the
FAA certifies that the final rule may
have a significent negative economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. The final rule will nct result in
&n annual effect on the economy of $100
million or more, but because the
requirements of the final rule are
important and costly undertakings, the
FAA considers the finsl rule tobe &

~-major rule pursuant to the criteria of

Executive Order 12281, In addition, the

rule involves issues of substantial

interest to the public; thus, the FAA
determines that the final rule is
significant under the Regulatory Policies
end Procedures of the Department of

Transportation (44 FR 11034; February 2,

United States. it should be noted that,
unless compliance with this final rule
would violate the domestic laws of

government contends that applicetion of

with foreign laws or policies, individuals
employed at foreign repair stations
under contract to U.S. certificate holders
would not be able to perform

effect of these costs.

Paperwork Reduction Act Approval

In arder to ensure compliance and
effectiveness of the final rule, the FAA
included necessary reporting and
recordkeeping requirements in the
provisions of the final rule. The final
rule requires employers to maintain
records related to employee drug testing
and any rehabilitation and to submit
periodic, written reports to the FAA that
summarize an employer’s anti-drug
program. In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, the
recordkeeping and reporting
requirements of the final rule have been
submitted to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for approval

Federalism Implications

The final rule adopted herein will not
have substantial direct effects on the
States, on the relationship between the
national government and the States, or
on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various levels
of government. This rule preeempts any
State or local law that would prohibit or
limit drug testing required under the
rule. This preemption, under the FAA's
statutory authority, is essential to
ensure that the safety benefits are
obtained throughout the nation’s air
transportation system. The rule also
could have an indirect, economic impact
on State and local governments, if
persons who lose jobs as a result of 8
positive drug test require welfare
benefits or other public social services.

The FAA does not expect this impact to 1878).

be significant, however. Therefore, in .
accordance with Executive Order 12612,  List of Subjects
the FAA determines that this final rule 14 CFR Part 82

does not have sufficient federalism
implications 1o warrant preparation of a
Federslism Assessment.

Alr safety, Air transportation, .
Aircraft, Aircraft pilots, Airmen,
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Aviation safety, Drug abuse, Drugs,

~Narcotics, Pilots, Safety, Transportation.

14 CFR Port 83

Adir safety, Air trangportation,
Alrcraft, Airmen, Airplanes, Aviation
safety, Drug abuse, Drugs, Narcotics,
Safety, Transportation.

14 CFR Port 65

Alir safety, Air transporation, Aircraft,
Airmen, Aviation safety, Drug abuse,

Drugs, Narcotics, Sefety, Transportation.

14 CFR Part 121

Alr carriers, Air transportaﬁoﬁ.
Aircraft, Aircraft pilots, Airmen,
Airplanes, Aviation safety, Drug ebuse,
Drugs, Narcotics, Pilots, Safety,
Transportation,

14 CFR Part 135

Alr carriers, Air taxi, Air
transporation, Aircraft, Airmen,
Airplanes, Aviation safety, Drug abuse,

Drugs, Narcotics, Pilots, Safety,
Transportation.

The Amendment

Accordingly, the FAA amends Parts
€1, 63, 65, 121, and 135 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Parts 81,
83, 65, 121, and 135) as follows:

PART 61—CERTIFICATION: PILOTS
AND FLIGHT INSTRUCTORS

1. The authority citation for Part 61
continues fo read as follows:

Authority: 45 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1355, 1421,

1422, and 1427; 48 U.5.C. 108{g) (Revised, Pub.

L. 87449, January 12, 1889).

2. By adding a new § 6114 toread as

follows:

§ 6114 Refusal to submit to a drug test.

{a) This section applies to—

(1) An employee who performs a

. function listed in Appendix I to Part 121
of this chapter for & Part 121 certificate
hofider or a Part 135 certificate holder;
an

(2) An employee who performs a
function listed in Appendix I 1o Part 121
of this chapter for an operator as
defined in § 135.1{c) of this chapter. An
employee of a person conducting
cperations of foreign civil aircraft
nevigated within the United States
pursuant to Part 375 or emergency mail
service operations pursuant to Section
405(h) of the Federal Aviation Act of
1958 is excluded from the requirements
of this section.

(b) Refusel by the holder of a
certificate issued under this part to take
a lest for a drug specified in Appendix |
to Part 121 of this chapter when
requested by a certificate holder, by an

“operator as defined in § 135.1(c) of this - -

chapter, by a local law enforcement
officer under his or her own authority, or
by an FAA inspector, under the
circumstances specified in that

. mappendix, is grounds for-—

(1) Denial of an application for any
certificate or rating issued under this
part for a period of up 1o 1 year after the
date of that refusal; and

{2) Suspension or revocation of any

. certificate or rating issued under this

part.

PART 83--CERTIFICATION: FLIGHT
CREWMEMBERS OTHER THAN
PILOTS

3. The authority citation for Part §3,
Subpart A, is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(e), 1355, 1421,
1422 1427, 1428, and 1430; 48 U.5.C. 106(g)
(Revised, Pub. L. 97448, [anuary 12, 1963),

4, By adding a new § 83, 12b o read &s
follows: .

$ 63.12b Refusal to submit to & drug test

(a) This section applies to—

(1} An employee whe performa a
function listed in Appendix I to Part 121
of this chapter for a Part 121 certificate
hoﬁier or a Part 135 certificate holder;
an

(2) An employee who perforns a-
function listed in Appendix I to Part 121
of this chapter for an operator as
defined in § 135.1(c] of this chapter. An
employee of & person conducting
operations of foreign civil aircraft
navigated within the United States
pursuant to Part 375 or emergency mail
service operations pursuant to section
40'5{h} of the Federal Aviation Act of

1958 is excluded from the requirements

of this section.

(2) Refusal by the holder of a
certificate issued under this part to take
a test for a drug specified in Appendix I
to Part 121 of this chapter when
requested by a certificate holder, by an
operator as defined in § 135.1(c) of this
chapter, by & local law enforcement
officer under his or her own authority, or
by an FAA inspector, under the
circumstances specified in that
appendix, is grounds for—

{1) Deniat of an application for any
certificate or rating issued under thiz
part for a period of up to 1 year after the
date of that refusal; and

(2) Suspension or revocation of any
certificate or rating issued under this
part,

PART 85—CERTIFICATION: AIRMEN
OTHER THAN FLIGHT
CREWMEMBERS

E. The authority citation for Part 65
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 45 U.S.C. 1354, 1355, 1421, 1422,
and 1427; 48 U.S.C. 106{g) {Revised, Pub, L.
87440, january 12, 1963). .

8. By adding a new § 65.23 to read as

- follows:

§6523 Refusal to submit to a drug test.
{a) This section applies to—
{1) An employee who performs a
function listed in Appendix I to Part 121
of this chapter for a Part 121 certificate

holder or a Part 135 certificate holder;

{2) An employee who performs s
function listed in Appendix I to Part 121
of this chapter for an operator as
defined in § 135.1(c) of this chapter. An
employee of a person conducting
operations of foreign civil aircraft
navigated within the United States
pursnant to Part 375 or emergency mail
service operations pursuant to section
405(h) of the Fedetral Aviation Act of
1958 s excluded from the requirements
of this section; and

(3} An employee of &n air traffic
control facility not aperated by, or under
contract with, the FAA or the US.
military.

(b) Refusal by the holder of a
certificate issued under this part to take
& test for a drug specified in Appendix I
to Part 121 of this chapter when
requested by a certificate holder, by an
operator as defined in § 135.1(c} of this
chapter, by an employer as defined in
"§ 85,46 of this part, by a local law
enforcement officer under his or her
own authority, or by an FAA inapector,
under the circumstances specified in
that appendix, is grounds for—

{1) Denial of an application for any
certificate or rating issued under this
part for a period of up to 1 year after the
date that that refusal; and

(2} Suspension or revocation of any
certificate or rating issued under this
part.

7. By adding a new § 65.46 to read as
foliows:

§ 85.46 Use of prohibited drugs.

(a) The following definitions apply for
the purposes of this section: -

(1) An “"employee” is & person who
performs an air traffic control function
for an employer. For the purpose of this
section, a person who performs such a
function pursuant to & contract with an
empioyer is considered to be performing
that function for the employer.

{2) An "employer” means an air traffic
contro} facility not operated by, or under
contract with, the FAA or the U.S,
mijlitary that employs & person to
perform &n air traffic control function.

(b) Each employer shall provide each
employee performing a function listed in
Appendix I to Part 121 of this chapter
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and his or her supetvisor with the
training specified in that appendix. No

employer may use any contractor to

perform an air traffic control function
unless that contractor provides each of
its employees performing that function
for the employer and his or her
supervisor with the training specified in
that appendix.

{c) No employer may knowingly use
any person to perform, nor may any
person perform for an employer, either
directly or by contract, any air traffic
control function while that person has &
prohibited drug, es defined in Appendix
I to Part 121 of this chapter, in his or her
system.

(d} Except as provided in paragraph
(e) of this section, no employer may
knowingly use any person to perform,
nor may any person perform for an
employer, either directly or by contract,
any air traffic control function if that
person failed a test or refused to submit
10 a test required by Appendix 1 to Part
121 of this chapter given by a certificate
bolder, by an employer. or by an
operator as defined in § 135.1(c) of this
chapter,

(e) Paragraph {d) of this section does
not apply to s person who has received
a recommendation to be hired or to
return to duty from a medical review
. officer in accordance with Appendix I to

Part 121 of this chapter or who has
received a special issuance medical
certificate after evaluation by the
Feders| Air Surgeon for drug
dependency in accordance with Part 67
of this chapter.

- (f} Each emplnyer shall test each of its
employees who performs any air traffic
control function in accordance with
Appendix ! to Part 121 of this chapter.
No employer may use any contractor to
perform any air traffic control function
unless that contractor tests each
employee performing such a function for
the employer in accordance with that
appendix.

PART 121—CERTIFICATION AND

- OPERATIONS: DOMESTIC, FLAG, AND
SUPPLEMENTAL AIR CARRIERS AND
COMMERCIAL OPERATORS OF
LARGE AIRCRAFT

8. The avthority citation for Part 121
continues to read aa follows: -

Aauthority: 48 U.5.C. 1354({a), 13585, 1358,
1387, 1401, 1421-1430, 1472, 1485, and 1502 49
U.5.C. 108{g} [Revised, Pub. L 87449, jlnuary
12, 1883).

9. By adding a new § 121.429 toread
as follows:

§ 121.429 Probibited drugs. .
" (a) Each certificate holder ahall
provide esch employee performing »

function listed in Appendix I to this part
and his or her supervisor with the
fraining specified in that appendix.

{b) No cerhﬁcate holder may use any

~* contractor o perform a function listed in

Appendix I to this part uniess that
contractor provides each of its
employees performing that function for
the certificate holder and his or her
-supervisor with the h'aining specified in
that appendix.

10. By adding a new § 121.455 to read
as follows:

§ 121455 Use of prohibited drugs.
(a) This section applies to persons

_ who perform a function listed in

Appendix ] to this part for the certificate
holder. For the purpose of thie section, a
person who performs such s function
pursuant to a contract with the
certificate hoider is considered to be
performing that function for the
certificate holder.

(b) No certificate holder may
knowingly use any person to perform,
nor may any person perform for a
certificate holder, either directly or by
cantract, any functicn listed in
Appendix [ to this part while that person
has a prohibited drug, as defined in that
appendix, in his or her system.

(c) Except as provided in paragraph
{d) of this section, no certificate holder
may knowingly use any person to
perform, nor may any person perform
for s certificate holder, sither directly or
by contract, any function listed in
Appendix I to this part if that person
failed a test or refused to submit to a
test required by that appendix given by

12. By adding a new Appendix I to
Part 121 to read as follows:

Appendix I—Drug Testing Program
This appendix contains the standards and

‘compeonents that must be included in an anti-

drug program required by this chapter,

1 DOT Procedures. Each employer ghall
ensure that drug tesling programs conducted
pursuant to this regulation comply with the
requirements of this appendix and the
*Procedures for Transportation Workplace
Drug Testing Programs™ published by the
Department of Transportation {DOT) (49 CFR
Part 40). Ao employer may not use or
contract with any drug testing laboratory that
is not certified by the Department of Health
and Human Services (DHHS) pursuant to the

- DHHS “Mandstory Guidelines for Federal

Workplace Drug Testing Programs” (53 FR
11070; April 11, 1988).

1L, Definitions. For the purpose of this
appendix, the following definitions apply:

“Accident” means an occurrence
associated with the operation of an aircraft
which takes place between the ime any
person boards the aircraft with the intention
of flight and &ll such persons have
disembarked, and in which any person
suffers death or serious injury, or in which
the aircraft receives substantial damage (49
CFR 830.2).

. “Annualized rate” for the purposes of

unannounced testing of employees based on
random selection means the percentege of
specimen collection and testing of employees
performing a functon listed in section II of
this appendix during a calendar year. The
employer shall determine the annualized
percentage rate by referring to the total
number of employees performing a sensitive
safety- or security-related function for the
employer at the beginning of a celendar yesr
ot by an alternative method specified in the

'employer s drug testlng plan approved by the

b ceftificate holder or an operator-as .- pas -

defined in § 135.1(c) of this chapter,

{d) Paragraph (c] of this section does
not apply to a person who has received
a recommeadation to be hired or to
return to duty from a medical review
officer in accordance with Appendix [ 1o
‘Part 121 of this chapter or who bas
received a special issuance medical
certificate after evaluation by the
Federal Air Surgeon for drug
dependency in nccordanue with Part 87
of this chapter. -

11. By ncfd.lng anew § 121.457 to read
as follows:

(a) Each certificate holder shall test -
each of its employees who performs a

function listed in Appendix I to this part -

in accordance with that appendix.
" [b) No certificate holder may use any

- contractor to perform a function listed in
. Appendix 1 to this part unleu thnt ,

contractor tests each empl

performing such a function the .

. certificate bolder in amordanoe with

that appendix. -

) “Employea h a person who performs
either directly or by contraci a function
listed in section I of this appendix for a Part
121 certificate holder, a Part 135 certificate
bolder, an operator as defined in § 135.1(c) of
this chapter {excep! operations of foreign
civil aircraft navigated within the United
States pursuant o Past 375 or emergency mail
service operations pursuant to section 405(h}
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1858], or an sir
traffic control facility not operated by, or
under coniract with, the FAA or the U.S.
military. Provided however thal an employee
who works for an employer who holds a Part

135 certificate and who also holds a Part 121
§ 121,457 Tasting tor prohibited drugs. -

certificate is considered to be &n employee of
the Part 121 certificate holder for the :
‘of this appendix.

“Employer” is & Parl 121 certificate bolder,
8 Pari 335 certificate holder, an operator a»
defined in § 135.1(c) of this chapter {except
operations of foreign civil sircraft nevigated
within the United States pursuant 10 Part 375
or emergancy mail service operations
Ppursuant to Section 405{h) of the Federa!
Aviation Act of 1958), or an air traffic control
facility nol operated by, or under contract

* with, the FAA or the U.S. military. Provided,

however, that an employer may use & person -
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1o perform a function listed in section HI of
this appendix, who is not included under that
employer's drug program, i that perecn 1y
3ubi!ecl to the tequiremen:ls of another
employer’s FAA-approved enti-drug program.

“Failing a drug test” meary that lhel::g
result shows positive evidence of the
presence of g prohibited drug or drug
metabolite in an employee’s system.

"Passing a drog test” means that the test
result does not show positive evidence of the
presence of s prohibited drug or drug
metabolite in an employee’s system.

“Positive evidence™ means the presence of
a drug or drug metabolite in g urine sample at
or sbove the test levels listed in the DOT
“Procedures for Transportation Workplace
Drug Testing Programa” {49 CFR Part 40).

*Prohibited drug” means marijuana,
cocaine, opiates, phencyclidine (PCP),
amphetamines. or & substance specified in
Schedule 1 or Schedule I of the Controlled
Substances Act. 21 U.S.C. 811, B12 (1981 &
1987 Cym.P.P.), unless the drug is being used
as suthorized by & legal prescription or other
exemption under Federal, state, or loca! law.

“Refusal to submit” means refusa! by an
individual to provide a urine sample after he
or she has received notice of the requirement
to be tested in accordance with this
appendix. :

ML Employees Who Must Be Tested. Each
person who performs a function listed in this
saction must be tested pursuant to an FAA-
approved anti-drug program conducted in
accordance with this appendix:

a. Flight crewmember duties.

b. Flight attendant duties.

c. Flight instraction or ground instruction
duties. *

d. Flight testing duties. -

«. Aircrafl dispatcher or ground dispatcher
duties. :

{. Aircraft maintenance or preventive
maintenance duties,

. Avistion security or screening duties.
Air traffic control duties,

TV. Substances For Whick Testing Must Be
Conducted. Each employer shall test each
employee who performs a function listed in
section [II of this appendix for evidence of
marijuana, cocaine, opiates, phencyclidine
(PCP), and amphetamines during each test
required by section V of this appendix. As
part of reasonable cause drug testing program
established pursuant to this part, employers
may test for drugs in addition to those
specified in this part only with epproval
granted by the FAA under 49 CFR Part 40 and
for substances for which the Department of
Health and }luman Services has established
sn epproved testing protocol and poaitive
threshhold.

V. Types of Drug Testing Required. Each
employer shall conduct the following types of
testing in accordance with the procedures set
forth in this appendix and the DOT
“Procedures for Transporiation Workplace
Drug Testing Programs" [48 CFR Part 40):

A. Preempioyment lesting. No employer
mey hire any person to perform a function
listed in section Il of this appendix unless
the applicant passes a drug tes! for that
employer. The employer shall advise an
applicant at the time of applicetion thet
preemployment testing will be conducted to

detsrmine the prgsence of merijeana, - -
cocaine, opiates, phencyclidine (PCP), and
emphetamines or & metabolite of those drugs
in the applicant's system.

B. Periodic testing. Each employee who
performs a function histed in section HI of this
appendix for an employer and who is
required to mdergo a medical examination
under Part 67 of this chepter, shall submit to
a periodic drug test. The employee shall be
tested for the presence of marijuana, cocaine,
opiates, phencyclidine (PCP), and
amphetamines or a metabolite of those drugs
us part of the first medical eveluation of the
employee during the first calendar year of
implementation of the employer's anti-drug
program. An employer may discontinue
periodic testing of {ts employees after the first
calendar yesr of implementation of the
empioyer’s anti-drug program when the
employer has implemented an unannounced
testing program based on random selection of
employees.

C. Random tasting. Each employer shall
randomly select employees who perform a
function listed in section 11 of this appendix
for the employer for unannounced drug .
testing. The employer shall randomly select
employees for unannounced testing for the
presence of marijuana, cocaine, opiates,
phencyclidine (PCP), and amphetamines or &
metabolite of those drugs in an employee's
system using a random number table or a
computer-based, number generator that is
matched with an employee's social security
nrumber, payroll identification number, or oy
other ulternative method approved by the
FAA. ;

(1) During the first 12 months following
implementation of unannounced testing
based on random selection putsuant to this
sppendix, an employer ahall meet the
following conditions:

(a) The unennounced testing based on
random selection of employees shall be
spread reascnably throughout the 12-month -
period. . . :

(b) The last collection of specimens for
random testing during the year shall be
conducted at an annualized rate squal to not
less than 50 percent of employees performing
& function listed in section LI of this
appendix.

(¢} The total pumber of unannounced tests
based on random selection during the 12-
months shall be egual to not less than 25
percent of the smployees performing a
function listed in section [ of this appendix.

{2) Foliowing the first 12 months, an
employer shall achieve and maintain an
anrualized rale equal to not less than 50
percent of employees performing e function
listed in section III of this appendix.

D. Postaccident testing. Each employer
shall test each employee who performs a
function listed in section LI of this appendix
for the presence of marijuana, cocaine,
opiates, phencyclidine (PCP), and
amphetamines or & metabolite of those drugs
in the employee’s system if that employee's
performance either contributed to an accident
or cennot be completely discounted as a
contributing factor to the accident. The
employee shall be tested as soon es possible
but not later than 32 hours efter the accident.
The decision not to administer a test under

this section must be based oo &
determination, using the best information
available at the time of the accidenl, that the
-employee’s performence could not have
contributed to the accident. The employee
shall submit to posteccident tesling under
this section.

E. Testing bosed on reasonable causs. Each
employer shall tesl each employee who
performs a function listed in section I of this
sppendix and who is reasonably suspected of
using & prohibited drug. Each employer shall
test an employee's specimen for the presence
of merijuana, cocaine, opiates, phencyclidine
(PCP), and amphetamines or a metabolite of
those drugs. An employer may test sn
emplayee’s specimen for the presence of
other prohibited drugs or drug metebolites
only in accerdance with this appendix and
the DOT “Procedures for Transportation
Workplace Drug Testing Programs” (48 CFR
Part 40). At least two of the employee's
supervisors, one of whom is treined in
detection of the possible symptoms of drug
use, shall substantiate and concur in the
decision to test an employee who is
reasonably suspected of drug use. in the case
of an employer holding a Part 135 certificate
who employs 50 or fewer employees who
perform a function listed in section I of this
appendix or an operator as defined in
§ 135.1{c) of this chepter, one suparvisor, who
is trained in detection of possible symptoms
of drug use, shall subatantiate the decision to
test an employee who is reasonably .
suspected of drug use. The decision to test
must be based on a reasonsble and
articulable belief that the employee is using &
prohibited drug on the basis of specific,
contemporaneous physical, behavioral, or
performance indicators of probable drug use.

F. Testing after return to duty. Each
employer shall implement a reasonable
program of unannounced testing of each
individual who has been hired and each
employee who has returnad to duty to
perform a function listed in section I of this
appendix after failing a drug test conducted
in accordance with this appendix or after
refusing to submit to a drug test required by -
this appendix. The individual or employee
shall be subject to unannounced testing for
not more than 60 months after the individoal
has been hired or the employee has returned
to duty to perform a function listed in section
[I of this appendix.

V1 Administrative Motters.—A. Collection,
testing, and rehabilitation records. Each
employer shall muintain all records reisted to
the coliection process, Including all logbooks
and certification statements, for two years.
Each employer shall maintain records of
employee confirmed positive drug test results
and employee rehabilitation for five years.
The employer shall maintain records of
negative test results for 12 months. The
employer shall permit the Administrator or
the Administrator’s representative to
examine these records.

8. Laborgtory inspections. The employer
shall contract only with a laboratory that
permits pre-award inspections by the
employer before the laborstory is awarded a
testing contract and ynannounced
inspecticons, including examination of any
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and al ‘Tecords at any time by the employer,
the Administrator, or the Administrator's
representative.

C. Employee request to retes! o specimen. -

Not later than 80 days after receipt of a
confitmed positive iest result, an employee
nay submit 8 written request to the MRO for
retesting of the specimen producing the
positive test result. Each employee may make
ane written roques! that s sample of the .
specimen be provided to the originsl or
another DHHS-certified laboretory for
teating. The laboratories shall follow chatn-
of-custody procedures. The employee shall

y the costs of the edditional teat and all

ing and shipping costs associeted with

- the transfer of the specimen to the laboratory. -

D. Releose of Drug Testing Information. An
emplbyer msy release information regarding
an employee's drug testing results or
rehabilitation to & third party only with the
specific, written consent of the employes
authorizing relense of the information to an
identified person. Information regarding an
employee’s drug testing results or
tehabilitation may be released to the
Naticnal Transportation Safety Board as part
of an accident investigation, to the FAA upon
fequest, or a5 required by section VIL.C.5 of

" this appendix.

VIL Review of Drug Testing Results, The
employer shall designate or appoint a
medical review officer (MRO]. If the
employer does not have a qualified individual
on staff 10 serve as MRO, the employer may
contract for the provision of MRO services as
part of its drug testing program.

A. MRO gqualificotions. The MRO must be
a licensed physician with knowledge of drug
abuse disorders. '

B. MAO duties. The MRO) shall perform the
following functions for the employer:

1. Review the results of the employer's drug
testing program before the results are
reported to the employer and summarized far
the FAA.

2. Within & reasonable ime, notify an
employee of & confirmed positive test result,

3. Review and interpret each confirmed

. positive test result in order 1o determine if
there 15 an alternetive medical explanation
for the confirmed positive test result. The
MRO shal! perform the following functions as
part of the review of & confirmed positive test
result: '
a. Provide an epportunity for the employee
:hgiolcuu s positive test result with the

b. Review the employee's medical history
and any relevani biomedical factors,

c. Review sll medical records made
aveilable by the employee 10 determine if
confirmed positive test resutted from legally
prescribed medication.

d. Verify thal the laboratory report and
assespment are correct. The MRO shgli be
authorized to request that the original
specimen be reanslyzed to determine the
accuracy of the reported test result.

4. Process employee requests io relest &
specimen in accordance with section V1.C of
this appendix.

8. Determine whether end when, consistent
with an employer's anti-drug program, a
return.to-duty recommendation for a current
emplo) ee o & decision to hire an individual

to perform & function listed in section I of
*this appendix after failing a test conducted in
accordance with this appendix or afier
nfushz’:o submit to a test required by this
appendix, incleding review of any

- wehabilitetion in which the

ind:ividual or employees participatad, may be '
made.

&. Ensure that an individual or employee
has been tested in acoordance with the
procedures of this appendix and the DOT

ures for ﬂ& V;orkplnoe
Drug Testing Programa™ (49 art 40)
before the individual is hired or the employee

_ returns to duty,

7. Determine a scheduls of unannounced .
festing for ap individual who has been hired
ot an employee who has returned to duty to
perform 8 function listed in section I of this
sppendix afier the indjvidual or employee
has failed a drug test conducted in :
eccordance with this appendix or has refused
brnbani’;to-drusmtmqulndhythh

appendix.

L. MRO datsrminations. 1. If the MRO
determines, after appropriate review, that
there is a legitimate medicel explanation for
the confirmed positive test result that is
conaistent with legal drug use, the MRO shall
conclude that the test result is negative and
shall report the test as & negative test result,

2. If the MRO determines, after appropriate
review, that there is no legitimate medical
explanstion for the confirmed positive test
result thatl is consistent with legal drug use,
the MRO shal! refer the employee 10 an
employer’s rekabilitation program is
available or to a personnel or administrative
officer for further proceedings in accordance
with the employer's anti-drug .

3. Based on a review of laboratory
inspection reports, quality assurance and
quality control data, gnd other drug test
results, the MRO may conclude that &
particular drug test result is scientifically
insufficient for futher action. Under these
circumstances, the MRO shell conclude that
the test is negative for the presence of drugs
ot drug metabolites in an employee’s system.

4. In order to meke a recommendation to
hire ar individual to perform & function listed
in section I of this appendix or to return an
emplovee to duty to perform a function listed
ta section I of this appendix after the
dividual or employee has falled & drug test
conducted in accordance with this appendix
or refused to submit 1o & drug test required by
this appendix, the MRO shall—

a. Ensure that the individual or employes is
drug free bared on 8 drug test that shows no
posidve evidence of the presence of & drug or
a drug metabolite in the person's system;

b. Ensure that the individual or employes
hes been evalusted by » rehabilitation
program counselor for drug use or abuse; and

¢ Ensure that the individual or employee
demonstrates compliance with any
conditions or reguirementis of a rehabilitation
program in which the person participated.

5. Notwithstanding any other section in this
appendix, the MRO shall meke the following
delerminations in the case of an employee or
applicent who holds, or is required to hold, a
medical certificats lapued pursuant to Part 67
of this chapter in order to perform a function
listed in section III of this appendix for an
employer:

& The MRO shall make & determination of
probable drug dependence or nondependence
as specified in Part 87 of this chapter. If the
MRO makes a determination of
nondependence, the MRO has authority to -

. recommend that the smployee retum to duty

in » position that requires the employee to
hold a certificate issued under Part 67 of this
chapter. The MRO shal! forward the
determination of nondependence, the return-
to-duty decision, and any supporting
documentation to the Federal Air Surgeon for
review, .

b. If the MRO makes a determination of
probable drug dependence at any time, the
MRO shall report the name of the individual
and identifying information, the ' .
determination of probable drug dependence,
and any supporting documentation to ths

- Federal Ajir Surgeon. The MRO does not have

the authority to recommend that the
employee return to duty in a position that
requires the employes to hold a certificate -
jssued under Part 87 of this chapter. The
Federal Air Surgeon shell determine if the
tndividuel may retain or may be issued a
medical certificate consistant with the
requirements of Part 87 of this chapter,

¢. The MRO shall report to the Federal Alr
Surgeon the name of any employce who is
required to bold a medical certificate ispued
pursuant to Part 67 of this chapter and who
feils a drug test. The MRO shall report to the
Federal Air Surgeon the name of any persen
who applies for a position thet reguires the
person to bold a medical certificate issued
pursuant to Part 67 of this chapter and who .
fails a preemployment drug test.

d The MRO shall forward the information
specifiad in paragraphs (»), (b). and {c) of this
section to the Federal Air Surgaon, Federal
Aviation Administration, Drug Abatement
Branch (AAM-220), 800 Independence
Avenus, SW.. Washington, DC 20591,

VIIL Employes Assistance Program (EAF).
The employer shall provide un BAP for
employees. The employer may establish the
EAP as a part of its internal personnel )
services or the employer may contract with
an egtity that will provide EAP services to an
employes. Each EAP must include education
and {reining on drug use for employees and
training for supervisors making

_ determinations for testing of employses

based oz reasonable ceuse.

A, EAP education program. Each EAP
education program must include at least the
following elements: display and distribution
of informational material; display and
distribution of u community service hot-line
telepbone number for emplayee essistznce;
and display and distribution of the
employer's policy regarding drug use {n the
workplace. ’

B. EAP training program. Each employer
shall implement a reasonable program of
initial training for emgloyees. The employee
training program must include at least the
following elements: The effects and
consequences of drug use on personal health,
safety, and work environment; the
manifestations and behavioral cues that may
indicate drug use and abuse; and
documentation of training given to employees
and employer's supervisory personnel The
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' upiny;r‘n suparvisory who wil

persormel ]
determing when an employee i subject to

. testing based onreasonable cause
receive specific training on the specific,
conlemporaneous physical, behavioral, and
performance indicators of probable drug use
in sddition 1o the training specified above.
The employer shall ensure that supervisors
wha will make reasopsble cause
determinations receive at least 80 minutes of
initie! training. The employer shall Implement
a reacnable recurrent training program for
supervisory personnel meking reasonable
cause determinations during subsequent
years. The employer shall identify the
employee and supervisor EAP training in the
employer's drug testing plan submitted to the
F&& ig;’n}:prnvnl.

ployer's Drug Test/ng Plan—— A,

Schedule for subumnission of plans and
implementation. (1) Each employer shall
submit a drug testing plan to the Federal
Avistion Administration. Office of Aviation
Medicine, Drug Abatement Branch {AAM-~
220), 800 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591,

12} Eack employer who bolda » Pert 121
certificate and each employer who holda a
Part 135 certificate and employs more than 50
employees who perform a function listed in
section [1] of this appendix shall submit an
anti-drug program to the FAA (specifying tke
procedures for 2l testing required by this
appendix) not later then 120 days after
December 21, 1088. Each employer shall
implement preemployment testing of
applicants for & position 1o perform a
function listed in section I of this eppendix
no! later than 10 days after approval of the
plan by the FAA. Each employer shall
implement the remainder of the employer's
anti-drug program no leter than 180 days
after approval of the plan by the FAA.

(3) Each employer who holds a Part 135
certificate and employs from 11 to $0
employees who petform a function listed in
section [ of this appendix shall submit an

_ interim anti-drug program to the FAA
(specifying the procedures for presmployment
testing, periodic testing, postaccident testing,
festing based on reasonable cause, and
testing afier return to duty) not Jater than 180
days sfter December 21, 1888, Each employer
shall implement the interim anti-drug
progrem not later than 180 days after
epprovel of the plan by the FAA. Each
employer shall submit an amendment to its
spproved anti-drug program to the FAA
(specifying the procedures for unannounced
testing based on rendam selection) not later
than 120 days afier approval of the interim
anti-drug program by the FAA. Each .

employer shall implement the random lesting '

provision of its amended anti-drug program
pot later thar 380 deys after approval of the
smendment.

(4} Eech employer who holds a Part 135
certificate and employs 10 or fewer
employees who perform a function listed in
section 11 of this appendix, each operalor as
defined in § 135.1{c) of this chapier, and each
sir ra{lic control facility not operated by, or
under contrect with the FAA or the U.S.
military, shall submit an anti-drug progrem to
the FAA [specifying the procedures for all
testing required by this appendix) not later

than 360 days after Decetaber 21, 1908. Each
employer shall implement the employer's

. anti-drug program not later than 180 days

after approval of the plan by the FAA

{5) Each employer or operetor, who
becomes subject to the rule as a respult of the
FAA’s issuance of a Part 121 or Part 135
certificate or as a result of
operationa listed in § 135.1(b) for
compeasation or hire [except operations of
foreign ctvil aircraft navigated within the
United States x:]mnnt to Part 375 or
emergency mail service operations pursnant
10 section 405(h) of the Federal Aviation Act
of 1958) shall submit an enti-drug plan to the
FAA for approval, within the timeframes of
peragraphs {2}, (3), or (4) of this section,
according 10 the type and size of the category
of operations. Far purposes of gpplicability of
the timefrumes, ihe date that an empl
becomes subject to the requirements of thia
appendix s substituted for [the effective date
of the rule).

B. An exployer's anti-drug plan must
specify the methods by which the employer
will comply with the testing requirements of
this appendix. The plan muat provide the
name and address of the laboratory which
has been selected by the employer for
analysis of the specimens collected during
the employer's ansi-drug testing program.

C. An employer's anti-drug plan must
specify the procedures and personnel the
employer will use to ensure that &
detarmination ia made as to the verscity of
test results and possible legitimate
explunations for an employee {uiling » test.

D. The employer shall consider jts ant-
drug program to be approved by the
Administrator, unless potified to the contrary
by the FAA, within 60 days after submission

of the plan to the FAA.

X. Reporting Regults of Drug Testing
Program. A. Each employer shali submit a
semignnual report to the FAA summarizing
the results of ita drug testing progrem end
covering the period from January i-june 30.
Esach eraployer shall submit a annual report
to the FAA summarizing the results of ita
drug {esting program and covering the period
from January 1-December 31, Each employer
shall submil these reparts no later than 45
dsys after the last day of the report period.

B, Each report shall contain:

1. The total number of tests performed and
the total number of tests performed for each
category of test. )

2. The total number of positive test reaults
by category of test; the tota) number of
positive test results by each function listed in
section 1 of this appendix; and tbe total
number of positive test results by the type of
drug shown in a ponitive test result.

3. The disposition of sn mdividual who
failed a drog test conducted in accordance
with this appendix or who refused to submit
10 8 drug test required by this appendix by
each category of test, )

Xl Preempiion. A. The issuance of these
regulations by the FAA preempts any State or
Joca] law, rule, regulation, order, or standard
covering the subject matter of this rule,
including but not limited to, drug testing of
aviation personnel performing sensitive
ssfcty- or security-related functions.

B. The issuance of these regulations does
not preempt provisions of State criminal law

thet impose sanctions for reckless camduct of

 an individua! thai leads to actual loes of life,

injury, or damage io property whethersuch - -

- provisions apply specilically to aviation

employees or generally to the public, |

X1 Confiict with foreign lows or
international iaw. A. This appendix shall not
epply to any person for whom compliance
with this appendix would violate the
domestic laws ar policies of another country.

B. This appendix iz not effective until
January 1, 1990, with respect 1o any person .
for whom a foreign government coniends thet
applicetion of this appendix raises questions
of compatability with that country's domestic
laws or policies. On or before December 1,
1969, the Administrator shall issue any
Decessary amendment resolving the
applicability of this appendix to such person
on of after january 1, 1090,

PART 135—AIR TAX! OPERATORS
AND COMMERCIAL OPERATORS

13. The aythority citation for Part 135
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 40 U.S.C. 1354{a}, 1355, 1421~
1431, and 1502; 49 U.S.C. 108(g) (Revised, Pub.
L. 97448, January 12, 1983).

14. By revising the introductory text of
§ 135.1(b) and adding new paragraph (c)
and (d) to read as follows:

§135.1 Applicablitty
*

- L 3 [ ] [ ] e

{b) Except as provided in paragraph
(c} of this section, thia part does not
epply to—
* - * * *

[c) For the purpose of §§ 135.249,
135.251, and 135.353, "operator” means
gny person gr entity conducting an
operation listed in paragraph (b) of this
section for compensation or hire except
operation of foreign civil aircraft
navigated within the United States
pursuant to Part 375 described in
paragraph [b}{8} and emergency mail
service operation pursuant to section
405(h) of the Federa! Aviation Act of
1858 described in paragreph (b)(g). Each
operetor and each employee of an
operstor shall comply with the
requirements of §§ 135.248, 135.251, and
135.353 of this part.

{d} Notwithstanding the provigions of
paragraph {c) of this section, an gperator
who does not hold a Part 121 certificate
or a Part 135 certificate iy permitted to
use a person, who is otherwise
authorized to perform aircraft
maintenance or preventive maintenance
duties and wha is nat subject to the .
requirements of an FAA-approved anti-
drug program, to perform-—

{1} Aircraft maintenance or preventive
maintenance on the aperator’s aircraft if
the operator would be required to
transport the aircraft more than 50

- nautical mileg further than the closest
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14 CFR Parts 61, 63, 65, 121, and 135
[Docket 25148; Amdt, 121-200]

Anti-Drug Program for Personnel
Engaged in Specified Aviation
Activities; Correction

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule, amendment stumber;
correction.

suMmAaRY: FAA is correcting an error in
the Amendment Number, In FR Doc. 88-
26609, published Monday, November 21,
1988, on page 47024, please change the
Amendment number 121-201 to read
121-200,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dr. Robert 8. Bartanowicz, Office of
Rulemaking (ARM-~1), (202) 287-9679,
Michael D. Triplett,

Legal Technician, Program Management
Staff.

[FR Doc. 88-28542 Filed 12-12-88; 8:45 am}
BRLING CODE 4910-13-M s




