Have You Done Your Adulteration Homework?
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Selling adulterants to an eager and perhaps unsuspecting drug using public has become pretty big business. Pick up the latest edition of High Times (at many record and book stores), log on to such web sites as marijuananewss.com or yahooka.com, or visit your local “head shop” and you will find literally scores of products which “promise” to help a person beat a urine or hair drug test.  Do they work?  The answer is “maybe” in some instances and “probably not” in others.  But what is clear is that many people are buying and using these products.  Is your company drug testing program ready for them?

The adulteration products on the market today fall into two main categories.  Those products which one takes internally and those which are applied to the hair or urine specimen directly.

Preparations which are taken internally have no effect on drug tests.  What may have an effect is the liquid which accompanies the preparation.  Almost all of these products “require” or recommend that the user drink significant amounts of liquid.  The flushing effect of the liquid may dilute the specimen enough so that it will not screen positive on a drug test.

Products which are placed into the specimen after the void may affect the testing process.  Some the products which may be effective affect the screening process and some of them may affect the specimen over time making confirmation difficult.  In a study last year with some of the more popular commercial products, we found the following results.  We used the product directions and added the product to a urine specimen spiked for marijuana at 150 ng/ml (3 times the normal screening cutoff).  Confirmation cutoff was 15 ng/ml.  

•  Extra Strength Mask.  Result:  negative for marijuana.  It might work.

•  Science Crystals.  Result: positive for marijuana (97 ng/ml).  It didn’t work.

•  Klear.  Result:  Screen positive but “specimen will not extract for GC/MS confirmation.”  A cancelled test?  An adulterated test?  What are your instructions to your laboratory?  Do you have a procedure in place to handle this report? It may have caused enough confusion to allow a donor to escape drug detection for that test.

•  THC Free.  Result:  Positive for marijuana (58 ng/ml).  It didn’t work.

•  Whizzies.  Result:  Laboratory reported “specimen not suitable for testing.” A cancelled test?  An adulterated test?  What are your instructions to your laboratory? Do you have a procedure in place to handle this report? It may have caused enough confusion to allow a donor to escape drug detection for that test.

•  Urine Luck.  Result:  Laboratory reported “problem specimen, contact lab.” A cancelled test?  An adulterated test?  What are your instructions to your laboratory? Do you have a procedure in place to handle this report?  It may have caused enough confusion to allow a donor to escape drug detection for that test.

And the products continue to evolve.  Recent experience at several laboratories suggests that the formulation of Urine Luck has been changed to defy detection in the laboratory.   These changes underscore the importance of ensuring that you are talking to your laboratory about these issues and understand its capabilities in helping you make your program less vulnerable to cheating.
What to do?  First, make sure that your collectors prepare the collection site properly.  I cannot tell you the number of times that I have inspected programs and have found soap and other cleaning materials in the collection site or have found hot water taps “sealed” by tape which was easily lifted off. (The former can be used as specimen adulterants and the latter can help warm up a substituted specimen to acceptable temperatures.)  

Then, review your collection procedures to ensure that your collectors are aggressive in evaluating a donor prior to providing the specimen.  DOT and HHS regulations limit what collectors can do, but NRC and employer programs have much more latitude and employers with these programs should review collection procedures to ensure that collectors well scrutinize donors before the specimen is provided.  Outer garment removal, secure storage of purses and packages, and questioning of unusually bulging pockets should be a part of every program.  Turning pockets inside out, requiring all pocket items (including wallets) to be placed in secure storage, lifting pant legs to check for bulges in the socks, even lightly patting a person down are all options which can be considered for NRC and employer-directed programs.

Third, have your collectors scrutinize the specimen after presentment by the donor.  Is it colorless, occluded, or filled with particulate?  Does it smell funny?  When shaken, does it foam up and stay foamy?  A “yes” to any of these questions should require an evaluation as to whether the specimen should be handled as a “suspect specimen,” subject to special testing procedures at the laboratory.

Fourth, use an adulterant dipstick for a quick check for adulteration.  There are several products currently on the market which can identify the more common adulterants and give you indications of dilution.

Finally, be certain that your laboratory is able to test for and certify adulterants.  It may cost you more, but without such testing, your program will be vulnerable.

If you would like a copy of the BDA anti-cheating checklist or want to learn more about the effects of common and commercially available adulterants contact julie.murdoch@bensingerdupont.com.
